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ABSTRACT 
Resilience theory suggests that the unique stressors military youth experience can 
be opportunities for personal growth and development. Youth programs, such as summer 
camps, may serve as an effective environment to promote resilience and positive youth 
development (PYD) in military youth. The purpose of this study is to further understand 
the influence that Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week (YDW) has on 
resilience in military youth by addressing three research questions: 1) how does 
participation in Tennessee’s National Guard YDW influence the six core competencies of 
resiliency in campers?; 2) how does participation in a military camp influence camper 
and/or parents’ perceptions of resilience and PYD? ; 3) to what extent is Tennessee’s 
National Guard YDW curriculum effectively implemented at camp? 
Methods - This study utilized a longitudinal, QUAN+qual multimethod research design. 
Campers completed surveys pre-, post-, and 12-weeks following camp that measured 
resilience, self-awareness, optimism, mental agility, connections, character, and self-
regulation. An implementation evaluation was conducted throughout the week of camp 
for each activity. Follow-up interviews occurred with campers on the final day of camp 
and again with parents 1-3 months after camp. 
Results - Research question one. Self-regulation significantly decreased from pre-camp 
to 12-weeks post camp and post-camp to 12-weeks post-camp. Results indicated no 
significant differences among resilience and the remaining core competencies. Directions 
for future research surrounding resilience and military youth is discussed. 
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Results - Research question two. A hybrid thematic analysis revealed common 
themes across 10 camper and seven parent interviews. The deductive analyses identified 
resilience and PYD as themes. The inductive thematic analyses revealed three additional 
themes: military lifestyle, sense of belonging, and supportive staff. Recommendations 
included intentionally utilizing PYD as a framework to guide program design and 
implementation. 
Results - Research question three. Camp staff used an adapted evaluation log to 
evaluate fidelity, quality, adaptations, and participant engagement for each activity. 
Results revealed this camp had an acceptable fidelity score, facilitators scored high on the 
quality checklist, and overall camper engagement was high. Recommendations for this 
camp and future studies include continued examination of implementation of curriculum 
and participant engagement on outcomes. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
Since the start of the Global War on Terrorism in 2001, researchers have strived 
to understand and explain the long- and short-term effects of military life (i.e. 
deployments, frequent relocations, etc.) on service members, their spouses, and children. 
Studies suggest that many of the more than two million military children in the U.S. are 
likely to struggle with anxiety and worry, poor academic performance, internalizing 
emotions, impulsivity, aggression, sleep disturbances, inattentiveness, and depression 
(Alfano, Lau, Balderas, Bunnell, & Beidel, 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 
2011; Cozza & Lerner, 2013; Park, 2011). Most of these behaviors are exhibited during a 
parental deployment and typically subside once the parent returns home (Johnson & 
Ling, 2013; Park, 2011). Despite the increased risk for developing negative behaviors due 
to stressors unique to military life, researchers suggest that children also benefit from 
growing up in a military family and are likely to have stronger parent-child bonds, 
decreased substance use, and are more resilient, adaptable, and respectful than their 
civilian counterparts (Alfano et al., 2016; Park, 2011). The growing attention and focus 
on military children has led to a surge in organizations offering programs specifically for 
these children. However, research identifying outcomes and the effectiveness of 
curriculum design and implementation is limited, resulting in organizations developing 
programs for military children with little evidence to support their programming 
decisions (Johnson & Ling, 2013). This study aimed to address this limitation, and 
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explore how an intentionally designed camp curriculum may serve as a mechanism for 
positive change and development among military youth.  
Background 
Camps and retreats have gained popularity within the military community for 
their ability to reach service members and their families dispersed across the country. 
Camp may serve as an effective tool to equip youth with resilience to overcome adversity 
and stressors commonly encountered in military life, such as deployments and frequent 
relocations (American Camp Association, 2005; Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Griffiths & 
Townsend, 2018; Merryman, Mezei, Bush, & Weinstein, 2012). Intentionally designed 
youth camps have been associated with an increase in positive youth development 
(PYD), which can include resilience, coping skills, social skills, self-awareness, physical 
activity, and leadership (Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2004). Intentionally 
designed and implemented camps may promote PYD by providing youth the opportunity 
to develop their interests, skills, and abilities (Garst, Browne, & Bialeschki, 2011). This 
may be the case for military-specific camps, as well; however research examining 
military-specific camps focus is primarily on camper outcomes, not evaluation of design 
and implementation. 
A variety of outcomes from participation in a military youth camp have been 
identified, such as increased confidence, competence, independence, personal growth, 
and coping skills (Burns, Chandra, & Lara-Cinisomo, 2011; Chandra, Lara-Cinisomo, 
Burns, & Griffin, 2012; Chawla & MacDermid Wadsworth, 2012; Clary & Ferrari, 2015; 
Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Le, 2014; Leonhard, 2006; Marek, O’Rourke, & Moore, 2013). 
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Although many of the studies’ theoretical frameworks and outcomes were central to 
themes of resilience, none of the studies measured resilience in military youth. Many 
researchers highlight the need for military youth to be resilient, but have yet to develop a 
baseline or compare their norm to that of non-military youth (Easterbrooks, Ginsburg, & 
Lerner, 2013). Albeit many positive outcomes have been identified in the military camp 
literature, understanding the influence camp curriculum has on military youth’s camp 
experience is still largely unknown (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018).  
Implementation evaluation is a form of evaluation that goes beyond program 
evaluation by attempting to understand what program components contribute to specific 
outcomes (Collins, Sibthorp, Gookin, & Schumann, 2012; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; 
Mainieri, 2013). Programs that incorporate an evaluation component often examine only 
one dimension of program implementation. For example, a majority of evaluations focus 
entirely on program improvement, examining what they can change in the future rather 
than evaluate their ability to implement their designed program (Yohalem & Wilson-
Ahlstrom, 2010). Evaluating only one dimension does not take into consideration 
additional contributing factors and how each factor may influence not only the results, 
but other dimensions as well. For example, how staffing may influence the curriculum 
being implemented or how participants respond to the curriculum (Berkel, Mauricio, 
Schoenfelder, & Sandler, 2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008). Durlak (2015) stated that 
implementation is complicated to study. However, it is essential to further understand the 
inner workings of an effective program (Mainieri, 2013). Even with the growing attention 
on rigorous program evaluations, it still remains a major deficit and challenge facing 
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recreation research today (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). The limited research on 
program evaluations can be seen in a variety of areas, including military youth camps 
(Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). Only one military camp study has evaluated program 
implementation, and the results indicated that curriculum was implemented 
inconsistently. This could be a result of the limitations of the methods of evaluations 
selected by the researchers, as they chose to rely on directors’ evaluations of their own 
program and observations of drop-in visitors (Chandra et al., 2012). Program evaluations 
must go beyond just determining if curriculum was implemented, it should examine the 
ways in which it was implemented and received by participants in order to understand 
how design and implementation can influence youth development and program 
outcomes.  
Significance of Study 
Many programs and camps for military youth currently exist (Griffiths & 
Townsend, 2018); however, it is difficult to provide evidence-based practice due to the 
lack of rigorous research on the outcomes of camp and/or the influence of camp 
curriculum. Research surrounding two main deficits in the military camp literature, 
outcomes and program evaluation, will be addressed. This study was designed to build on 
the body of knowledge for military support programs to provide evidence-based practice. 
Quantifiably measuring resilience in a group of military youth contributed to existing 
literature by establishing a baseline for military youth resilience levels. This is a critical 
step to justify the emphasis on increasing resilience in military youth, both for the 
government and private programs. Conducting an evaluation of a military youth camp 
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curriculum provided insight into how this camp was implemented, and resulted in a 
potential model for evaluations, that with minor adjustments can be replicated at future 
military and non-military youth camps.  
Purpose Statement 
A longitudinal, multimethod design was used to examine the influence that a 
military-specific camp curriculum had on military youth’s resiliency. This study 
evaluated: 1) resiliency outcomes following participation in a one-week military youth 
camp; and 2) the implementation of the resiliency-based curriculum at camp. The study 
occurred in three overlapping stages: 1) the collection and analysis of the quantitative 
data from camper resiliency questionnaires; 2) the collection and analysis of qualitative 
data from parent and camper interviews; and 3) the collection and analysis of the 
quantitative data from drill instructor logs. 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions to better understand the 
influence Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week has on resiliency in 
military youth: 
1. How does participation in Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week
influence the six core competencies of resiliency in campers? (QUAN+qual
Multimethod)
2. How does participation in a military camp influence camper and/or parents’
perceptions of resilience and positive youth development? (QUAN+qual
Multimethod)
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3. To what extent is Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week
curriculum effectively implemented at camp? (QUAN)
Conclusion 
Government and non-government organizations have developed outdoor and 
recreation-based programs aimed at developing resiliency in military children. Due to 
the continuous growth of camps designed specifically for military youth, there is a 
critical need for outcome related research that utilizes camp as an intervention for 
military youth development (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). The existing literature 
lacks the information to provide camps serving military youth the knowledge and 
skills to make informed decisions regarding program development, implementation, 
and evaluation. Limited outcome and program-development related research results in 
camps being unable to provide evidence-based services to military youth (Marquis, 
2008; Milburn & Lightfoot, 2013; Nelson et al., 2016; Pfefferbaum et al., 2011).  
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Definitions of Terms and Abbreviations 
Resiliency: The Department of the Army (2013) defined resilience as “the ability to grow 
and thrive in the face of challenges and bounce back from adversity” (p. 2). 
Six Core Competencies of Resilience: 
a. Self-awareness: Reflecting upon how you think, feel, and act.
b. Self-regulation: Keeping your emotions and actions in check.
c. Optimism: Maintaining a hopeful and realistic outlook
d. Mental Agility: Being flexible and accurate in the way you think.
e. Strengths of Character: Know your strengths and how to use them.
f. Connection: Building and maintaining strong relationships.
Positive Youth Development (PYD): A broad term for theory, research, policies, and 
programs that “is a strength-based conception of adolescence. Derived from 
developmental systems theory, the perspective stressed that PYD emerges when the 
potential plasticity of human development is aligned with developmental assets” (Lerner, 
Almerigi, Theokas, & Lerner, 2005, p. 10) The outcomes associated with PYD include: 
a. Competence: Development of knowledge, skills, and behavior.
b. Confidence: Promote self-worth and mastery.
c. Connection: Develop relationships with people and institutions; foster a sense
of belonging.
d. Character: Promote integrity, values, and responsibility.
e. Caring and compassion: Youth express empathy and a sense of justice
towards others.
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Implementation Evaluation: Evaluates programs from multiple dimensions (i.e., fidelity, 
quality, adaptations, and engagement) to understand how elements of intentionally 
designed programs result in specific outcomes.  
a. Fidelity: Referred to as “adherence or program integrity, is the extent to which
specified program components were delivered as prescribed and is the most
commonly measured dimension of implementation” (Berkel, Mauricio,
Schoenfelder, & Sandler, 2011, p. 25)
a. Quality: Is considered “the processes used to convey program material to
participants” (Berkel et al., 2011, p. 26)
b. Adaptation: Consists of additions and/or modifications made to the program
during delivery (Berkel et al., 2011).
a. Engagement: Participants “involvement and interest in the program” (Berkel
et al., 2011, p. 24)
Military status 
g. Active Duty: Employed full-time by the military for the purpose of deploying
outside the US.
h. Reserves: Employed part-time in order to support each active duty branch.
i. National Guard (NG): Employed part-time by a state and can be activated in a
full-time status for state or federal missions in the US and overseas. Consists
of Army and Air Force branches only.
 9 
i. Traditional Guardsman (M-Day): Employed part-time and typically
trains one weekend a month and two weeks a year. Makes up the
majority of the National Guard force.
ii. Active Guard Reserve (AGR): Employed full-time by the National
Guard.
Child & Youth Program (CYP): Provides activities and programs in 54 states and 
territories for National Guard youth, ages 6-18, who have a parent actively serving 
(National Guard Family Program, 2018).  
Tennessee’s Youth Development Week (YDW): Six-day/five-night, residential camp for 
youth, ages 9-15, with a parent serving in the Tennessee Army or Air National Guard. 
Curriculum includes traditional camp activities, military-specific activities, and 
educational workshops on resilience and coping with deployments. 
a. Camper: A youth, 9-17 years old, who attended the Youth Development
Week 2018 and participated in this study.
b. Platoons: Consists of male and female campers of a designated age range.
c. Drill Instructor (DI): A volunteer responsible for the health and welfare of
their assigned platoon. Must be serving in the Tennessee Army or Air
National Guard.
d. Junior Counselor (JC): Assists the DI with managing and instructing the




This chapter will review the topics of a) military service, b) military children, c) 
military support programs, d) outcomes of civilian and military youth camps, e) 
resiliency theory as a theoretical framework, and f) positive youth development as a 
conceptual framework. 
Military Service 
As of 2017, the U.S. military consisted of approximately two million full- and 
part-time service members (Defense Manpower Data Center, 2017). Active-duty (AD) 
service members are employed full-time, while the majority of NG and Reserve service 
members are employed part-time. NG service members typically train one weekend a 
month and two weeks a year (Department of Veterans Affairs, 2006). However, they can 
be sent to additional training or be activated for state or federal emergencies at any time 
(i.e., natural disaster assistance, etc.). Only a select number of service members are 
employed full-time in the NG, such as recruiters, or administration, maintenance, and 
supply personnel that ensure the day-to-day operations of the NG continue. NG and 
Reservists typically have a full-time civilian job in addition to their military 
responsibilities and require less relocation than active-duty families (Department of 
Veterans Affairs, 2006; Griffith & West, 2013; Pfefferbaum et al., 2011).  
AD families have high job security and receive health care, housing allowances, 
and other subsidies (Alfano et al., 2016; Nelson et al., 2016). AD families are more likely 
to reside on or near a military installation and therefore have access to the provided 
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services and programs, often for little or no cost. Civilians in military communities are 
familiar with the challenges that military youth face and are able to provide specialized 
services and support (Alfano et al., 2016). Schools on or near military installations have 
been suggested to play a critical role in providing a safe, supportive, and understanding 
environment for military youth who has a parent deployed for military service (Bello-Utu 
& Desocio, 2015). Also, youth will likely have other military youth in their classes, 
sports teams, or clubs that are experiencing similar challenges (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Nelson et al., 2016).  
NG and Reserve families are located in nearly every county in the United States 
and may lack the support and services that are available near active-duty installations 
(Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Huebner, Mancini, Bowen, & Orthner, 
2009; Nelson et al., 2016; Pfefferbaum et al., 2011). As part-time employees, NG 
families do not receive the same benefits and allowances as AD families which can result 
in financial problems, marital strain, or other difficulties (Nelson et al., 2016). Support 
from the military community has been suggested to reduce challenges for every member 
of the family during and after deployment (Alfano et al., 2016; Conforte et al., 2017).  
NG youth may be at a greater risk for experiencing difficulties related to deployments 
because they do not always have access to the support offered to AD families (Bello-Utu 
& Desocio, 2015; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013).  
Military children and the deployment cycle. According to the Department of 
Defense (2015) there are currently over 1.7 million military dependents, ages 0-22. Over 
one million of those dependents come from AD families, with the remaining 700,000 
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from NG or Reserve families. There are approximately 240,000 NG and Reserve youth 
between the ages of 9-17 (Department of Defense, 2015). Nearly two decades of war and 
conflict has resulted in many military youth experiencing unique challenges, such as 
parental deployments, relocations, changes in family roles and routines, and fears related 
to the safety of their military parent (Alfano, Lau, Balderas, Bunnell, & Beidel, 2016; 
Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 2011; Cozza & Lerner, 2013; MacDermid 
Wadsworth, Bailey, & Coppola, 2017; Nelson, Baker, & Weston, 2016; Park, 2011). The 
well-being of military youth has become an increasing concern due to continuous military 
deployments of their parents. During the highpoint of deployments (2003-2008), 
outpatient visits for military youth with mental health concerns nearly doubled, indicating 
that these youth may struggle with continuous and extended periods of separation from 
their parents (Park, 2011). Military deployments are often viewed as a cycle consisting of 
three phases: pre-deployment, deployment, and post-deployment or reintegration (Alfano 
et al., 2016; Huebner & Mancini, 2005; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013). 
Pre-deployment commences when a military unit receives a notification for 
deployment and includes the preparations leading to the actual deployment. The majority 
of research is related to the deployment and reintegration process of service members and 
their families (Alfano et al., 2016). The deployment phase begins when the service 
member physically departs for a new location which may include weeks or months of 
additional training stateside before entering the assigned deployment location (Alfano et 
al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 2011; MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 
2017). The reintegration phase begins when the service member physically returns 
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stateside post-deployment, often to the initial training site for evaluations and debriefs 
before going home and reuniting with their families. However, this phase does not have a 
specific timeframe, as it may take weeks to years for service members to socially and 
emotionally readjust to their civilian families and communities. Service members may 
also receive notification of another deployment, starting the deployment cycle over 
without their having fully reintegrated from the previous deployment (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011). 
Impact of Military Service on Families and Children 
Many researchers and policy makers have attributed frequent and lengthy 
deployments to the increase and sustainment of military youth reporting emotional, 
social, cognitive, and physical difficulties (Alfano et al., 2016; Card et al., 2011; 
Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011). Extended absences from parents and caregivers, military 
and non-military related (i.e. divorce, incarceration), have been suggested to increase the 
emotional and behavioral risk for all youth. Youth may experience unfamiliar feelings 
associated with being separated from their parent placing them at risk for acute or chronic 
issues related to mental health (Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; 
MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017). Symptoms commonly reported among military 
youth during a parental deployment include stress, anxiety, fear, depression, and 
withdrawal (Alfano et al., 2016; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011; Nelson et al., 2016). 
Military youth and parents have reported difficulties related to school including social 
relationships, academic achievement, inattention or hyperactivity (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 2011; Nelson et al., 2016). Military youth 
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between the ages of 13 and 18 are suggested to have more academic difficulties when 
compared to younger school-aged, military youth (Alfano et al., 2016). Additional 
external or physical signs military youth may exhibit during parental deployment are 
periods of acting out or aggression, substance use, difficulty sleeping, headaches, 
increases in heart rate and blood pressure, carrying a knife or gun to school, and suicidal 
ideation or attempts (Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 2011; 
MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017; Nelson et al., 2016).  
Parents have reported their youth coping less during the reintegration phase than 
they did during the actual deployment; although, the majority of youth report adjusting to 
the return of a deployed parent in less than one month (Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & 
Desocio, 2015; Cozza & Lerner, 2013). Military youth’s adjustment during their parent’s 
reintegration phase may be marked by a continuation of the aforementioned difficulties 
experienced while their parent was deployed, or may include new behaviors and 
emotions as they cope with their parent’s reintegration. Often times these difficulties 
subside as the family adjusts to the deployed parent’s return and family roles and routines 
are re-established (Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Esposito-Smythers et 
al., 2011; Knobloch, Knobloch-Fedders, Yorgason, Ebata, & McGlaughlin, 2017; Nelson 
et al., 2016). However, if the service member sustained a physical or emotional injury 
related to their combat service it could cause additional challenges for military youth 
adjusting to their parent’s return, as the parent brings these injuries home (Bello-Utu & 
Desocio, 2015; Knobloch, Knobloch-Fedders, Yorgason, Ebata, & McGlaughlin, 2017; 
MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017).  
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Although many negative consequences of deployments have been identified in the 
research, positive outcomes for military youth have also been reported as a result of their 
parent’s deployment (Card et al., 2011; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013; Wilson, Wilkum, 
Chernichky, MacDermid Wadsworth, & Broniarczyk, 2011). The gradual or sudden 
changes in roles and routines require families to adapt and overcome. Many families have 
as a sense of pride related to their ability to be resilient and thrive during the deployment 
process (Nelson et al., 2016). Similarly, many military youth appreciate and take pride in 
the opportunity to take on additional responsibility at home and report feelings of 
personal maturity (Alfano et al., 2016; Huebner & Mancini, 2005; Wilson et al., 2011). 
Military youth have reported identifying and using new, healthy activities to help them 
cope with stress, such as team sports, exercising, reading, and drawing. Some reported 
developing a stronger relationship with the parent at-home, often their mother, and 
utilizing them for support (Huebner & Mancini, 2005).    
In between deployments, many active-duty families are required to relocate to a 
new installation, sometimes internationally (Alfano et al., 2016; Card et al., 2011; 
MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017; Nelson et al., 2016; Park, 2011). Relocations can 
result in financial difficulties, greater distances from extended family and friends, and 
changes in roles and routines. Military youth may relocate up to nine times before they 
graduate high school, which can lead to challenges with social relationships and 
academic performance (Alfano et al., 2016; Park, 2011). However, relocations have also 
been viewed as a time for military youth to develop resilience (Card et al., 2011). 
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Contradictions continue to exist in the literature regarding the short- and long-
term effects of military life on military youth (Alfano et al., 2016; Card et al., 2011; 
MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017). In comparing military youth to their civilian 
counterparts, the literature does highlight that many stressors experienced by military 
youth are not commonly experienced by civilian youth, suggesting military youth may 
require additional supports and skills to effectively cope with the challenges associated 
with military life (Alfano et al., 2016). Each military family and youth will respond to 
military life challenges unique to their personalities, strengths, and supports (Bello-Utu & 
Desocio, 2015), thus it is essential that they are equipped with resilience and the skills to 
overcome current and future stressors. 
Military Support Programs  
There has been a rapid increase in the number of programs exclusively offered for 
military youth over the last 17 years. However, the evaluation and measure of 
effectiveness of these programs has been slow. This less-than-ideal progress has resulted 
in unanswered questions regarding the ability of programs to meet the needs of military 
youth, and achieve specific outcomes (Alfano et al., 2016; Esposito-Smythers et al., 
2011; Park, 2011). The U.S. government initiated programs and services to increase 
resilience in military families and youth as a preventative measure against the stressors of 
military life. Many non-government agencies have followed suit, which has led to a 
variety of programs and services available to military families (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Conforte et al., 2017; Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). The literature in this section will 
focus on programs specifically offered for military youth, ages 9-17. 
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Government sponsored programs and resources. The military views healthy 
families as the primary support for the service member (Department of the Army, 2014). 
In order to foster safe, supportive families, the government provides a variety of 
programs and resources for military families. While the research on the benefits and 
effectiveness of these programs is growing, it is still sparse and many programs have yet 
to be critically and thoroughly evaluated (Gottman, Gottman, & Atkins, 2011). The 
majority of the programs are outside of the focus of this study as they do not relate to the 
camp setting; therefore, only three will be discussed as a way to highlight the breadth of 
services offered to military families.   
Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness. Resilience, one’s ability to bounce 
back and grow from adversity, has become a government directive for the U.S. military 
and has resulted in a surge of government and civilian programs focused on developing 
resilience (Meredith et al., 2011). The government’s call for resilience-based programs 
and resources has resulted in each branch of the military establishing programs 
specifically for the service member and their family (Conforte et al., 2017; Cozza, Chun, 
& Polo, 2005; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013). For example, the Army designed and 
implements the Master Resilience Trainer (MRT) program to increase resilience in 
soldiers (Reivich, Seligman, & McBride, 2011). The MRT is now one component of the 
Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness (CSF2) program used by the Army. The 
CSF2 utilizes a train-the-trainer model, requiring at least one member of each unit to 
complete the MRT course and serve as the unit resiliency trainer. CSF2 comprises 
policies and procedures used to assess and train soldiers and enhance performance. It 
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accomplishes this by “using a systematic process that expands the mental skills essential 
to the pursuit of personal strength, professional excellence, and the Warrior Ethos” 
(Department of the Army, 2014, p.6). The Army conducts this training to improve 
communication and overall functioning of the family, because it views a soldier’s family 
as their primary support and a necessary component to maintaining mission readiness 
(Department of the Army, 2014). The CSF2 curriculum has been adapted for teens as a 
means to enhance resilience skills necessary to combat stress (Department of the Army, 
2013). The CSF2 teen resilience curriculum is implemented at the camp used in this 
study. Integrating the existing CSF2 curriculum into a summer camp designed 
specifically for military youth has the potential to enhance the development of resiliency 
by teaching the skills needed to effectively manage stressors and provide opportunities 
for personal growth.  
Researchers have recommended that military resilience training, whether for 
families or youth, be conducted in small interactive groups rather than lecture-based 
discussion that offer little discussion or application of content. They suggest the small 
groups serve as a more effective modality to learn and practice skills (Gottman et al., 
2011). The CSF2 resilience training for youth was developed to reflect this approach, and 
consists of six core competencies (i.e. self-awareness, self-regulation, optimism, mental 
agility, strengths of character, and connection). These competencies are suggested to 
function as the building blocks to resilience (Department of the Army, 2013). The CSF2 
youth curriculum is delivered through individual workbooks and group discussions. 
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Passport to Success. Passport to Success was implemented in 2009 for military 
youth through a joint effort between the Indiana NG and Purdue Military Family 
Research Institute (Wilson et al., 2011). The program was implemented at 10 Yellow 
Ribbon events using a resiliency framework to help military youth reconnect and cope 
with a parent recently returning home from a deployment (Wilson et al., 2011). The 
Yellow Ribbon Reintegration Program provides services, events, referrals, and resources 
for NG and Reserve service members and their families before, during, and 30, 60, and 
90 days after returning from a deployment (see 
https://www.jointservicessupport.org/YRRP/YRRPEvents.aspx). The Passport to Success 
program found that military youth, ages 9-17, had positive views of the events, reported 
learning new skills about resilience, and based on program evaluator observation military 
youth appeared to benefit from the opportunity to interact with other NG youth (Wilson 
et al., 2011). 
Families OverComing Under Stress (FOCUS). FOCUS (see 
https://www.focusproject.org/) is a government-requested, family-centered intervention 
adapted by the University of California, Los Angeles and Harvard Medical School. The 
preventative intervention is for active duty military families with children ages 3-17. 
FOCUS uses a strength-based, skill-oriented approach to promote resilience and assist 
families with overcoming the stressors of deployment. The FOCUS curriculum was 
established based on current literature on family resilience and preventative programs, 
consists of eight one-hour sessions, and is facilitated by mental health providers trained in 
child and family interventions (Beardslee et al., 2011; Lester et al., 2016). An increase in 
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adolescent prosocial behavior has been a positive outcome reported from FOCUS 
participants (Lester et al., 2016). FOCUS continues to make curriculum adjustments. 
Since their initial pilot program in 2007 with Marine Corps families, FOCUS has since 
expanded its offering to multiple installations and online forums in an effort to reach 
more families (Beardslee et al., 2011; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013). 
Other support programs and resources specific for military families are available 
through online searches, unit websites, and unit Family Readiness Groups. A growing 
number of government sponsored resources are also available online, such as Military 
OneSource and Military Kids Connect, to support military families. Online services 
provide resources for military youth experiencing all phases of a deployment and can be 
especially beneficial for families unable to access installation services (Conforte et al., 
2017; Griffiths & Townsend, 2018).  
Non-governmental support programs. One can easily search for veteran-
serving organizations (VSO) for youth, ages 9-17, on the internet and find a variety of 
offerings in many locations across the United States, so it is clear that the programs exist. 
Organizations such as Our Military Kids, Military Child Education Coalition, and 
National Military Family Association (NMFA; see http://www.militaryfamily.org/) 
provide resources specifically designed to support military children. The National 
Association of Veteran Serving Organizations (NAVSO; see  http://www.navso.org/) is a 
resource specifically designed for programs serving veterans and their families. NAVSO 
provides tools and resources to assist organizations in identifying individual needs and 
funding opportunities, networking and collaborating with similar organizations, accessing 
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evidence-based research, and assistance in measuring program effectiveness and 
outcomes in order to better serve their clients (NAVSO, 2018). While these resources 
have great potential for improving programs and services offered to military families, the 
existing literature on outcomes related to these organizations’ resources, programs, and 
interventions is limited.  
Camp and Associated Outcomes 
The value of summer camps for youth has been widely researched and continues 
to evolve to provide a greater understanding of the quality of camps and the long-term 
impact these experiences have on youth (Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010). As research about 
the camp experience has expanded, research specific to military youth camps has also 
seen growth over the last 10 years. This camp-focused research provides the necessary 
evidence to support program administrators’ efforts to develop quality programming, 
allowing future generations of military children the opportunity to experience the benefits 
and adventures of camp. 
Non-military camps. Summer camps have endured for 150 years because of the 
unique experiences and benefits offered to youth by providing opportunities for 
challenges and growth in cognitive, emotional, mental, physical, social, and spiritual 
domains in a non-traditional environment (Garst et al., 2011; Henderson & Bialeschki, 
2010; Ramsing & Sibthorp, 2008). Camps vary in duration, size, focus, funding, and a 
myriad of other characteristics, but the underlying feature is that campers are exposed to 
community living away from home and in an outdoor environment (Thurber, Scanlin, 
Scheuler, & Henderson, 2007). Generally, rather than focus on youth’s deficits, camps 
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utilize a strengths-based approach and create an environment conducive to fostering 
resilience and PYD (Ramsing & Sibthorp, 2008). Many researchers, parents, and camp 
staff credit the positive outcomes of camp to the unique, nature-based setting in which it 
occurs (Garst et al., 2011; Hayhurst, Hunter, Kafka, & Boyes, 2015). 
A large body of literature exists that explores the outcomes associated with camp 
participation in general, however this work focuses primarily on non-military camps. 
This information is still beneficial to understanding the effects of participation in camp, 
but may not be generalizable to military families, given their unique life experiences. 
Positive outcomes from camp programs include positive identity or self-esteem 
(Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010; Garst, Gagnon, & Whittington, 2016; Schmalz, Kerstetter, 
& Kleiber, 2011), decreased anxiety (Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010; Hayhurst et al., 2015), 
increases in resilience, leadership, peer relationship, skill building (Bialeschki & 
Sibthorp, 2010; Garst et al., 2011), problem solving (Garst et al., 2011; Schmalz et al., 
2011), physical activity (Wilson, Sibthorp, & Brusseau, 2017), self-regulation (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Tsethlikai, 2016), and spirituality (Bialeschki, Henderson, & James, 2007; 
Henderson & Bialeschki, 2008). 
In a longitudinal study that included 80 American Camp Association (ACA) 
accredited camps and over 3,000 youth ages 8-14, statistically significant differences in 
four domains (i.e. positive identity, social skills, physical and thinking skills, and positive 
values and spirituality) were identified from pre-camp to two weeks post-camp (Thurber 
et al., 2007). The four domains measured 10 constructs and the results indicate that seven 
of the 10 constructs were statistically significant post-camp. However, the results at the 
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six-month follow-up were less promising; one construct maintained post-camp levels 
(self-esteem), four had additional significant increases (independence, leadership, social 
comfort, and peer relationships), and five had significant decreases to pre-camp levels 
with some reporting regression below the pre-camp levels (making friends, adventure and 
exploration, values and decisions, environmental awareness, and spirituality) (Thurber et 
al., 2007). Despite the lack of long-term impact, immediate outcomes of camp 
experiences are generally positive and suggest camp is an advantageous environment for 
youth development. In is important to note, however, that the camps vary in duration, 
location, overnight or daytime attendance, cost, activities, funding, and camper 
demographics (i.e., age, gender, ethnicity), so trends were identified between camp 
variables and outcomes, but not between outcomes and specific activities or elements. 
For example, campers attending a religiously affiliated camp revealed more gain in the 
spirituality construct than those attending non-religiously affiliated camps, but the actual 
activities or elements that enhanced spirituality were not identified (Thurber et al., 2007).  
Although many outcomes of camp have been identified within the camp literature, 
few studies have explored which elements of camp relate to or produce specific 
outcomes. One study conducted at a camp for youth with diabetes aimed to identify the 
outcomes of a goal setting curriculum on physical activity (Wilson et al., 2017). 
Individual, group, and camp-wide goal setting curriculum was found to increase physical 
activity levels and enjoyment of physical activity in campers. However, the camp-wide 
goal setting curriculum was found to be the most effective program to increase physical 
activity and camper enjoyment when compared to the individual and group goal setting 
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curriculums. The researchers also provided a clear description of the goal setting 
curriculum implemented during camp, so it could potentially be used by other camps 
interested in attaining similar outcomes (Wilson et al., 2017). Ramsing and Sibthorp 
(2008) explored camp elements that influence autonomy in another summer camp for 
youth with diabetes. The results suggest that youth perceive non-competitive activities, 
such as art and youth-centered instructions the most supportive environments for 
autonomy.  
Military camps. Despite the prevalence of military youth camps and the 
increasing body of literature surrounding military youth camps, many studies have been 
unable to quantifiably document their outcomes or effectively evaluate their programs 
(Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). Outcomes associated with participation in a military camp 
include global self-worth (Baity, 2016; Chawla & MacDermid Wadsworth, 2012; Clary 
& Ferrari, 2015), competence (Chandra et al., 2012; Chawla & MacDermid Wadsworth, 
2012; Marek et al., 2013), social acceptance and support (Chawla & MacDermid 
Wadsworth, 2012; Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Le, 2014; Marek et 
al., 2013), independence (Chandra et al., 2012; Marek et al., 2013), skill development, 
personal growth (Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016), interest in nature/outdoors (Burns et al., 
2011), and coping skills (Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Le, 2014; Leonhard, 2006). 
In order to advance evidence regarding the effectiveness of military youth camps, 
future research should emphasize two areas: 1) measuring outcomes; and 2) program 
implementation. Studies that take into consideration these two areas will begin bridging 
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the gap between program design, implementation, and outcomes (Le, 2014; Mainieri, 
2013; Marek et al., 2013; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016).  
Measuring outcomes related to military youth camps is the first area to address. 
As evident in Table 1, a variety of outcomes associated with military youth camps have 
been quantitatively and qualitatively measured over the last decade. Although many 
theoretical frameworks and outcomes were central to themes of resilience none of the 
studies measured resilience in military youth. Many researchers highlight the need for 
military youth to be resilient, but have yet to develop a baseline or compare their norm to 
that of non-military youth. One of the challenges and limitations of research-developed or 
adapted instruments is they are not always reliable or validated (Chandra et al., 2012; 
Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Le, 2014; Marquis, 2008), and are often developed in response to 
a specific study and camp. In other words, the individual items are specific to that 
particular camp’s goals and activities, which reduces the possibility of using the 
instrument to examine outcomes at other military camps. For example, instruments often 
include questions on deployments, but many campers have yet to experience a 
deployment, which may potentially invalidate portions of the instrument. Further research 
into military camps may prove beneficial in developing a standardized military youth 
instrument that can be used to assess outcomes and program implementation across a 
variety of military camps and programs. 
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The second area of focus for future research should focus on intentionality in 
program design and implementation. This is possibly one of the major deficits and 
challenges facing camp research today (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). For 
example, many directors plan activities based on experience or what works for them, with 
little regard to camper or parent needs (Ferrari, 2015; Marquis, 2008). Programs should 
be designed with clear goals and measurable objectives that can be evaluated by staff and 
campers to determine the fidelity of the program (American Camp Association, 2006; 
Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Rossman & Schlatter, 2015; Wilson et al., 2017). 
Fidelity refers to how faithfully and accurately the program being implemented reflects 
the original design (Durlak & DuPre, 2008). Although, more importantly and more 
challenging to measure is the process camps take to meet these goals and objectives 
(Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Military camps often incorporate program 
elements that make them unique from traditional camps. However, little is known about 
the influence these program elements have on military youth’s camp experience. For 
example, many camps include activities related to stress or coping, instilling military 
pride, or learning about the military, such as drill and ceremony, reveille and retreat, 
military values, or careers and vehicles. These unique characteristics of military camps 
should be thoroughly analyzed to determine appropriateness and effectiveness in camp 
curriculum. One of the reoccurring challenges of conducting studies around camp is the 
short duration of the program. While camp is unique in that campers are fully immersed 
in the experience (Garst et al., 2011), the duration of many youth summer camps is one 
week. This one-week duration can prove challenging when trying to identify outcomes 
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related directly to camp or specific camp curriculum (Thurber et al., 2007). Many 
unanswered questions related to military youth camps and camp programming still exist. 
Continuous and systematic evaluations are needed to provide evidence-based camps to 
military youth (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016).   
Theoretical Framework 
Military youth come from a variety of backgrounds and encounter varying 
challenges along the way, but the effect of military life is not the same for every youth. 
Resilience theory is a framework that recognizes that individuals perceive, react, and 
adapt to adversity differently, as influenced by environmental and personal factors 
(Richardson, 2002; Richardson, Neiger, Jensen, & Kumpfer, 1990). Resilience theory 
served as the theoretical framework for this study.  
Resilience theory. Phenomenological studies revealing recurring themes of 
adaptation and the ability to thrive despite deplorable situations, such as the holocaust or 
natural disasters, led to the proposed theory of resiliency. Resilience theory is a blend 
from many fields, including psychology, medicine, and physics. It evolved in the 1980s 
as research shifted from a problem-focused to strength-based approach that examined 
how stress and resilience may influence youth development (Richardson, Neiger, Jensen, 
& Kumpfer, 1990; Richardson, 2002). Resilience is grounded in the idea that an 
individual's character and personality traits provide them with tools and strengths 
necessary to overcome adversity (Richardson, 2002).There are central themes present in 
the vast number of definitions for resiliency, such as coping and adapting following 
stressful life changes or events (Ewert & Yoshino, 2011; Hayhurst et al., 2015; Neill & 
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Dias, 2001; Whittington, Aspelmeier, & Budbill, 2016). Resilience is dynamic in nature, 
in that it is always transforming based on the stressor and the individual’s environment 
(Easterbrooks et al., 2013). Resilience has been found to aid individuals in coping with 
stressful life events as well as act as a preventive measure against negative reactions to 
future adversity (Hayhurst et al., 2015). The definition of resilience used in the current 
study is in line with the definition used by the Army’s CSF2 program, and is as follows: 
Resilience is the ability to grow and thrive in the face of challenges and bounce back 
from adversity (Department of the Army, 2013, p. 2).  
Richardson et al. (1990) proposed the resiliency model (Figure 1) which displays 
the process individuals go through after experiencing disruptions or adversity and how 
conscious or unconscious choices can result in varying levels of reintegration. 
Biopsychospiritual homeostasis occurs when individuals have adapted and are 
maintaining physically, mentally, and spiritually. Individuals are continuously facing 
some type of stressor or life event, whether positive or negative, internal or external, and 
with differing levels of intensity. An individual’s protective factors are the first line of 
defense that react to stressors when attempting to maintain homeostasis. If homeostasis 
cannot be maintained it causes a disruption in an individual's mental, physical, and/or 
spiritual domain(s). While the disruption phase can be traumatizing and may take years 
for someone to overcome, it is essential for growth and development to ensue. The 
reintegration phase represents the conscious or unconscious choices an individual is 
forced to make after the disruption occurs. The model suggests four outcomes depending 
on the individual's choices. First, and most desirable, is resilient reintegration where the 
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individual experiences growth because of the adversity. This is when resilient qualities 
surface and strengthen, allowing for additional protective factors to aid in combating 
future stressors. Second, reintegration back to homeostasis is when an individual is just 
trying to get back to normal and regain their prior level of homeostasis while avoiding 
opportunities for growth. Third, reintegration with loss occurs when an individual has 
lost some motivation or hope to thrive and will be less resilient in future situations. The 
final outcome is dysfunctional reintegration, this occurs when people are unable to 
identify or accept the protective factors they possess and choose negative coping skills, 
such as substance abuse or other maladaptive/disruptive behaviors (Richardson et al., 
1990; Richardson, 2002).  
This process is not limited by time; for example, an adult may need many years to 
fully process an event that happened during their childhood. An individual can be at 
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multiple stages of the one model at any given time. For example, a youth can be in the 
disruption phase for starting a new school, and in the reintegration phase due to a 
simultaneous parental deployment. Common stressors, such as homework, chores, 
friends, or sibling, are concurrently being combated by protective factors and not causing 
disruptions.  
Recent research attempts to explain why some individuals can thrive amongst 
adversity, while others suffer traumatic experiences from the same conditions or event 
(Hayhurst et al., 2015; Richardson, 2002; Zimmerman, 2013). Zimmerman (2013) and 
Zimmerman et al. (2013) explain how assets and resources can help mediate undesirable 
effects and alleviate negative outcomes. Resiliency is suggested to be influenced by 
internal and external promotive factors. Internal factors, also considered assets, can 
consist of self-esteem, self-confidence, internal locus of control, optimism, creativity, 
faith, wisdom, problem-solving, and the ability to cope (Richardson, 2002; Whittington et 
al., 2016). Family income, social support, and social relatedness are resources, or external 
factors, influence healthy development and resiliency (Whittington et al., 2016). Assets 
and resources can be co-occurring, they can be used simultaneously and the intensity can 
be constantly changing as the youth moves through the stressor. Also, just as everyone 
experiences stressful events differently, resilient youth can use their assets and resources 
differently, such as one relying heavily on self-esteem; while another relies on problem 
solving skills. There is no perfect combination of assets and resources that creates a 
resilient youth; however there can be patterns where one asset or resource is more often 
used than another. One stressful event or opportunity can develop multiple protective 
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factors at one time. For example, attending camp is viewed as a positive stressful event 
(i.e., making new friends, being in nature, challenging activities) that can promote social 
support and self-esteem (Richardson, 2002; Zimmerman, 2013).  
Application to youth development. Programs interested in developing resiliency 
in youth should provide opportunities for youth to learn from past mistakes and face 
uncertainties.  
Embracing resilience and resiliency theory prompts helping professionals to 
search for individual strengths in clients and then to nurture them. Resilience-
based therapy is to wade through the outside protective layers of intellectualism, 
denial, shadows, and anger to discover a client’s innate resilience or human spirit 
(Richardson, 2002, p. 317).  
Environments that focus on developing resiliency can in turn make youth feel more in 
control of what happens to them, can begin to find the positives in the worse 
circumstances, and understand the process is just as important as the end result 
(Richardson, 2002). Although most camps are considered highly structured, they may not 
be a controlled enough environment to produce consistent outcomes (Bialeschki & 
Sibthorp, 2010).  
Positive youth development. Resilience theory is a broad, overarching theory 
that focuses on individuals of all ages, so a conceptual framework was necessary to 
understand the relation between resiliency concepts and youth development. Positive 
PYD served as the conceptual framework for the study to better understand how 
resiliency theory can be applied to programs for military youth.   
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PYD emerged in the 1990s as a strength-based approach to help all youth grow 
and thrive. PYD’s focus is on individual strengths instead of defining and treating 
individuals by their deficits (Damon, 2004; Hamilton, Hamilton, & Pittman, 2004; 
Lerner, Lerner, et al., 2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016). PYD has been suggested as a 
means to promote resilience, self-efficacy, positive identity, spirituality, and competency 
in areas of social, emotional, cognitive, behavioral, and moral domains. PYD is a process 
that aims to cultivate individuals into healthy, contributing members of a society by 
emphasizing their strengths and providing opportunities for accomplishment (Benson, 
Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2004; Hamilton et al., 2004; Lerner, Almerigi, Theokas, & 
Lerner, 2005).  
Youth development is a continuous process similar to the perpetual process of 
human development. Development does not occur in one time or place, but happens in 
the home, community, school, sports, and clubs (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Benson et al., 
2004; Damon, 2004; Hamilton et al., 2004; Henderson, Bialeschki, et al., 2007). Benson 
et al. (2004) proposes five core constructs that interact to promote PYD: a) the 
community consists of places and people that provide support and resources, b) the child 
is viewed as an individual with the potential to grow and thrive as an active and engaging 
member of their community, and c) develop strengths that promote internal assets, such 
as personal characteristics and attributes. Developmental success has the capability to d) 
reduce negative or unwanted behaviors, and e) promote healthy outcomes (see Figure 2). 
The PYD construct model includes bidirectional arrows to suggest that the contexts, the 
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person, and developmental success are fluid, and continuously interacting with one 
another. 
Similar to resiliency theory, PYD posits that youth possess external and internal 
assets. External consists of the community and internal consists of personal 
characteristics (Damon, 2004). Viewing PYD from a resiliency lens, the Search Institute 
of Minnesota identifies 40 internal and external assets thought to be crucial for youth to 
develop into thriving adults (Heck & Subramaniam, 2009). The 40 assets are divided into 
clusters of four to six and belong to one of eight domains. The four external domains 
include support, empowerment, boundaries and expectations, and constructive use of 
time. The internal assets are comprised of a commitment to learning, positive values, 
social competencies, positive identity (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Heck & Subramaniam, 
2009). PYD is grounded in the concept that youth are naturally resilient with the capacity 
to grow. Promoting PYD outcomes serves as prevention for negative or self-destructive 
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behaviors (Damon, 2004; Heck & Subramaniam, 2009). However, programs focusing 
solely on prevention of negative behaviors may be overlooking opportunities to promote 
positive development and provide youth with the assets to thrive (Benson et al., 2004; 
Damon, 2004). PYD’s approach reinforces the concept that strengths can be protective 
factors to combat future adversity.  
PYD has developed many definitions and meanings over the years. It has been 
studied from a multitude of theoretical frameworks commonly exploring PYD in three 
ways, as a developmental process, a philosophical approach, and a structure for 
organizations attempting to promote youth development (Arnold & Silliman, 2017). 
While the different frameworks examine PYD from their own unique lens there are many 
overlapping features of each framework (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Heck & 
Subramaniam, 2009). For the purpose of this study, PYD will encompass two areas 
derived from existing PYD frameworks and literature: 1) youth outcomes, and 2) 
program inputs. Both are essential ingredients to cultivating programs that foster PYD. 
Youth outcomes. After reviewing the literature and policies of youth development 
programs, five overarching youth outcomes grounded in developmental systems theory 
have been proposed (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Heck & Subramaniam, 2009; Lerner, 
Fisher, & Weinberg, 2000). The ultimate purpose of instilling the five outcomes in youth 
is to support them in becoming successful, helpful members of their societies and equip 
them to pass on these attributes to successive generations (Lerner et al., 2000). These 
outcomes or attributes are more commonly referred to as the 5 Cs of youth development: 
1. Competence: Development of knowledge, skills, and behavior.
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2. Confidence: Promote self-worth and mastery.
3. Connection: Develop relationships with people and institutions; foster a sense
of belonging. 
4. Character: Promote integrity, values, and responsibility.
5. Caring and compassion: Youth express empathy and a sense of justice towards
others. 
Pittman, Irby, Tolman, Yohalem, and Ferber (2003) identified an additional “C,” 
contribution, that some consider a sixth “C”. The contribution component suggests 
thriving youth make positive contributions by taking active roles in their own life, the 
lives of their families, and communities (Lerner, 2005; Pittman et al., 2003). The 5 Cs has 
served as a framework for many 4-H camps seeking to foster youth development and 
positive outcomes through their services (Arnold & Silliman, 2017). 
Program inputs. Eccles and Gootman (2002) have developed a list of eight 
program features (i.e. program inputs) commonly associated with programs that promote 
outcomes associated with PYD. The list of eight PYD program features is described in 
the context of a camp setting:  
1. Physical and Psychological Safety: Safety encompasses both physical and
psychological elements. Dipeolu et al. (2016) further suggest that environments
that are safe allow youth to develop trusting relationships with peers and
adults. The unique setting of camp is both a benefit and a safety consideration.
Camp places many youth outside their comfort zones by fully immersing
campers in nature allowing for a hands-on experience with the outdoors (Garst
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et al., 2011). Ensuring the camp is well lit can increase perceptions related to 
physical safety. Carefully selecting camp-wide rules, using a code of conduct, 
and having discussions about safety can improve physical and psychological 
safety of campers (American Camp Association, 2006). 
2. Clear and Consistent Structure and Appropriate Adult Supervision:
Researchers suggests that youth benefit from rules and clear expectations for
behavior (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Camps can develop and consistently
enforce camp-wide rules and a code of conduct for campers to follow
(American Camp Association, 2006). These rules should be sent to campers
prior to attending camp and be posted around camp as a reminder of behavior
expectations (Garst et al., 2011) The strongest youth outcomes result from staff
enforcing rules, and progressively providing youth with more opportunities to
develop autonomy and leadership without sacrificing behavioral expectations
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002). One recommendation is to allow campers be
involved in establishing rules for their cabin (American Camp Association,
2006).
3. Supportive Relationships: Providing emotional support for youth is suggested
to result in positive outcomes, such as increased motivation to succeed,
increased mental health, and higher self-esteem. The most effective
characteristics of adults working in programs are those perceived as supportive
by the youth (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Garst et al., 2011; Halsall, Bean, &
Forneris, 2016; Henderson, Whitaker, Bialeschki, Scanlin, & Thurber, 2007).
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Having low staff to camper ratios increases opportunities for healthy 
relationships to develop (American Camp Association, 2006; Henderson, 
Bialeschki, et al., 2007).Training staff to be camper-centered and make time to 
bond with their cabins can promote supportive relationships at camp. Also, 
including ice breakers where staff and campers learn names can set the tone for 
the relationships for the rest of camp (American Camp Association, 2006a; 
Ferrari, 2015; Ramsing & Sibthorp, 2008). Intentionally incorporating 
unstructured time into the schedule is another recommendation for improving 
relationships and youth outcomes (American Camp Association, 2006; Garst et 
al., 2011). 
4. Opportunities to Belong: Community living is often inherent to the camp
experience and provide youth the opportunity to work, play, and house with
generally the same group for an extended period of time (Garst et al., 2011).
Programs that provide opportunities for youth to develop a sense of belonging
and feel valued can result in a more positive self-identity and decrease
emotional difficulties. Research also suggests participating in programs with
similar youth, such as programs for specifically for military youth, can promote
an inclusive environment where youth feel welcome. Opportunities to belong
can be integrated into the program by incorporating activities that allow youth
to contribute to a shared goal by requiring more cooperation than competition
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Garst et al., 2011; Ramsing & Sibthorp, 2008).
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5. Positive Social Norms: Formal and informal norms of a program provide youth
with behavior expectations and can result in youth internalizing the program’s
values and morals. Camps where positive norms become the culture can
influence youth’s identity and connections (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Garst et
al., 2011).
6. Support for Efficacy and Mattering: Camp should be youth-centered and
provide opportunities for youth to make a difference, make improvements, and
feel empowered. These opportunities may include skill development, camper
planned activities mentoring, or involvement in establishing cabin rules or
making schedules (American Camp Association, 2006; Eccles & Gootman,
2002; Garst et al., 2011). Youth play the central role in their own development.
Support for efficacy and opportunities to matter increases decision making and
respect for others. Programs should allow youth opportunities to progressively
learn and develop individual and group skills associated to their level of
maturity and competence (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).
7. Opportunities for Skill Building: Effective camp curriculum should provide
opportunities for knowledge and skill acquisition, in areas such as physical,
emotional, cognitive, social, and psychological (Dipeolu et al., 2016; Garst et
al., 2011; Halsall et al., 2016). An important component of skill development is
constructive feedback that emphasizes improvement, as well as time for
individual and group reflection (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). Strategies
considered effective in increasing skill-building at camp include: continuous
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staff evaluations, age-appropriate activities, individual camper goals and 
progress documentation, and establishing specific goals for each age group 
(American Camp Association, 2006; Halsall et al., 2016; Wilson et al., 2017). 
8. Integration of Family, School, and Community Efforts: Youth development
outcomes are thought to occur when the adults in a youth’s life, whether home,
school, or community are unified (Benson et al., 2004). When all staff at camp
have similar and consistent standards and expectations there is a greater chance
for youth development (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Garst et al., 2011).
Researchers and programs have adapted theses eight features over time and 
developed their own list of key features or attributes of PYD programs (Lerner, Lerner, et 
al., 2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). However, the majority of PYD lists or models 
involve aspects related to “relationships, environment, engagement, social norms, skills-
building opportunities, and routine/structure” (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016, p. 190). It is 
important to note that no matter how well-developed the curriculum is or the competency 
and support of the program staff, if youth do not value the program, perceive staff as 
supportive, or view the curriculum as applicable and important then PYD is less likely to 
occur (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). 
Theoretical model of implementation. Program implementation is the way in 
which a program is delivered to participants. This is the actualization of the program 
design stage and accounts for conducting daily operations (Durlak, 2015). Berkel et al., 
(2011) proposed an Integrated Theoretical Model of Program Implementation to 
understand the influence of programming dimensions on outcomes. The eight dimensions 
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are as follows: 1) differentiation is what makes a program unique or separates it from 
other programs; 2) dosage is the frequency or duration the program is offered, not 
necessarily the amount a participant attended the program; 3) reach refers to how well the 
program is serving the target population; 4) monitoring involves the internal or external 
influences to participant outcomes outside the scope of the program; 5) fidelity refers to 
the adherence of specified curriculum throughout the program; 6) quality is the skills 
utilized to implement the program; 7) adaptation includes any modifications that staff 
make while implementing the program; and 8) responsiveness which examines the level 
of engagement and satisfaction of the participants (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & DuPre, 
2008). 
The first four dimensions (differentiation, dosage, reach, and monitoring) are 
suggested to naturally occur during the delivery of the program as they include the 
uniqueness of the program, number of sessions offered, the ability to reach the target 
population, and documenting other programs or services participants receive. The 
remaining four dimensions (fidelity, quality, adaptation, and responsiveness)  are 
suggested to occur during the actual program session, so Berkel et al., (2011) proposed a 
model (see Figure 3) that connects these four dimensions’ as they relate to program 
outcomes. 
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The model categorizes program implementation into three areas; 1) facilitator behaviors, 
specifically fidelity, quality, and adaptation, 2) participant behaviors, specifically 
responsiveness, and 3) program outcomes. The model is unique in that it differentiates 
between facilitator and participant behaviors and identifies how different components of 
the program operate together to influence program outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011). 
Fidelity. Implementation fidelity refers to the adherence of the conceptualized 
curriculum during program implementation (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; 
Smith, Daunic, & Taylor, 2007). Research regarding implementation fidelity is lacking, 
making it difficult to identify the amount of curriculum adherence needed to achieve 
positive outcomes; however, 60% fidelity has been suggested to have a positive influence 
on program outcomes and a suggested fidelity target of 60%-80% is realistic for 
programs (Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Smith et al., 
2007). The implementation model identifies a direct relationship between fidelity and 
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outcomes. In other words, staff adherence to program curriculum is vital to achieving the 
desired program outcomes. A facilitator who adhered to 90% of the program curriculum 
would likely contribute more strongly to the development of positive outcomes as 
compared to a facilitator that adhered to only 50% of the curriculum (Durlak & DuPre, 
2008).  
Various methods have been used to measure fidelity including observations, self-
report checklists, and participant assessments (Berkel et al., 2011; Morgan, Sibthorp, & 
Browne, 2016; Smith et al., 2007). Each method utilizes a different individual involved in 
the program to identify the curriculum covered during implementation (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Depending on the program structure and available resources 
one method may be more feasible than another (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
One approach is to have facilitators and participants evaluate the program based off the 
program’s goals and objectives. As the goals should be clearly articulated and the 
objectives measurable they can be used to determine the fidelity of the program 
(American Camp Association, 2006; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Rossman & 
Schlatter, 2015; Wilson et al., 2017). Although, more importantly and more challenging 
is to measure the process camps take to meet these goals and objectives (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
Quality. Quality measures the way in which staff implement or deliver the 
curriculum. As illustrated in the model, quality directly impacts participant 
responsiveness and involves the processes of program delivery (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Facilitators use a variety of techniques to engage 
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participants in the learning process in order to teach the desired skills (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Some of these techniques include having a warm 
tone of voice, making eye contact, appropriately challenging participants, and being 
competent in the desired program skills (American Camp Association, 2013). Thus, a 
facilitators’ ability to incorporate qualities such as interactive teaching methods or 
following the curriculum, can directly influence to what extent the program is being 
delivered (i.e. fidelity). A program may have a well-developed curriculum, but if the 
facilitator is unable to follow the curriculum it may negatively impact program outcomes. 
Likewise, those who are supportive can encourage participants to be more attentive and 
engaged during the session, thus positively influencing responsiveness (Berkel et al., 
2011; Morgan et al., 2016). 
In theory, a higher quality program would result in more positive outcomes 
because it is influencing fidelity and participant engagement, which both have direct 
relationships with outcomes (Collins et al., 2012). Research surrounding the quality of 
programs has been growing as stakeholders’ interest in program quality grows (Yohalem 
& Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). This growth has led to a variety of quality assessment tools, 
such as facilitator and participant self-reports, observations, and checklists (Berkel et al., 
2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). As with fidelity 
measures, the use of quality measures can differ on a variety of factors, including 
program structure, available resources, and skill in measurement (Morgan, Sibthorp, & 
Browne, 2016; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010).  
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Adaptations. Facilitator adaptations include modifications, additions, or 
omissions made by the facilitator while implementing the curriculum (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Durlak & DuPre, 2008). Adaptations directly influence participant responsiveness and 
program quality, both positively and negatively. Adaptations should be an expected 
occurrence during the implementation of the program and can positively influence the 
program when facilitators are given freedom to adjust the curriculum to meet the needs of 
their participants (Berkel et al., 2011). A facilitator who elects to spend more time on one 
area to ensure participants master the topic or skill being taught is an example of an 
adaptation that can positively influence program outcomes. A facilitator that adjusts the 
curriculum to meet the unique needs of the participants can enhance engagement and 
attendance, in turn, positively influencing the outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & 
DuPre, 2008). It becomes necessary to identify adaptations to determine the degree to 
which modifications may begin to alter the fidelity of the program. Adaptations can be 
measured through self-reports, observations, and interviews (Berkel et al., 2011; Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Identifying adaptations can assist in determining effective 
implementation and making future changes to program design and quality (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
Participant Responsiveness. Participant responsiveness is the one component of 
the model driven solely by the participant not the facilitator (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak 
& DuPre, 2008; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Responsiveness can include 
attendance, engagement, or degree of participation. Responsiveness is often considered 
one of the most influential contributing factors for positive outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011; 
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Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). The 
participants’ response to the program is situated between the facilitator components and 
the outcomes suggesting that regardless of how well the facilitator implemented the 
program, a participant that is less engaged or has low attendance in the program will have 
fewer positive outcomes (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Greater attendance, 
overall level of satisfaction, and engagement in the program (i.e. participating in 
discussions, doing assigned homework) has been suggested to lead to greater program 
outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011). Participant responsiveness can be measured through 
attendance trackers, facilitators’ perspective of participant engagement, and follow-up 
questions for participants to rate their overall satisfaction (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 
2016). 
Implication for Military Youth Camps 
Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2016) suggest that PYD research has entered a new phase 
moving beyond theory and application into program design and evaluation. They posit 
that focusing on promotive and preventative measures and details related to development 
and implementation is needed to merge theory and application to practice. Camp has been 
suggested as an effective intervention and prevention service where youth learn positive 
skills they can take home and influence their families and communities (Dipeolu et al., 
2016). It now becomes necessary to bridge the gap between program design, 
implementation, and outcomes (Mainieri, 2013; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016). The 
systemic evaluation of youth development programs is necessary to develop an inclusive 
list of PYD features and outcomes in order to provide evidence-based services to youth 
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and provide evidence for future funding (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 
2016). This is especially important for the future of military youth camps because 
research suggests camps that have been intentionally designed and implemented can 
result in the greatest benefits and outcomes for campers (Burns et al., 2011; Mainieri, 
2013). 
Summary  
Despite stressors associated with military life, military youth are suggested to be 
more respectful, resourceful, adaptable, and accepting of others when compared to 
civilian youth (Conforte et al., 2017). While their needs and strengths have been 
identified, there is still a lack of evidence for best-practices for programs and 
interventions, such as camps, focused on supporting military youth (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011; Knobloch et al., 2017; 
Nelson et al., 2016). Programs aiming to increase resilience in military youth can serve as 
a preventive measure against the stress of military life. Using a strength-based approach 
allows programs to capitalize on military youth’s existing skills while developing coping 
skills, problem solving skills, self-efficacy, self-regulation, relationships, and social 
support (Murphy & Fairbank, 2013). Due to the inherent nature of camp, strength-based 
approaches are often organic to the camp experience making it an ideal environment for 
developing positive outcomes in youth. Camp outcomes have been thoroughly studied 
and identified. However program evaluations to determine the camp elements and 
characteristics related to outcomes are lacking, particularly for military youth camps 
(Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Garst et al., 2016; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
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Resilience theory and PYD have the potential to be helpful theoretical and 
conceptual frameworks for developing, implementing, and evaluating military youth 
camps. Both frameworks are strength-based approaches that emphasize identifying and 
promoting internal and external assets (Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Ferrari, 2016; Garst et al., 
2011). However, despite the need for systematic program evaluation there continues to be 
a lack of research providing evidence-based practice regrading enhancing resilience in 
military youth through a theoretically grounded camp design and implementation 
(Conforte et al., 2017; Cozza, Haskins, & Lerner, 2013; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013; 
Pullmann, Johnson, & Faran, 2014; Wilson et al., 2011). Therefore, the purpose of this 
study was to further understand the influence that Tennessee’s National Guard Youth 
Development Week had on resiliency in military youth by measuring outcomes related to 




The study aimed to address the following: 1) resilience outcomes following 
participation in a military youth camp; and 2) the effective implementation of the camp 
curriculum. This study utilized a longitudinal, QUAN+qual multimethod research design 
to understand the influence of participation in the Tennessee National Guard Youth 
Development Week (YDW) on resiliency in military youth. A multimethod design 
involves the combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to address a singular 
research problem (Morse, 1991; Morse, 2003; Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016). Using a 
deductive theoretical drive (Morse, 2003), this study addressed the following research 
questions:  
1. How does participation in Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week
influence the six core competencies of resiliency in campers? (QUAN+qual
Multimethod)
2. How does participation in a military camp influence camper and/or parents’
perceptions of resilience and positive youth development? (QUAN+qual
Multimethod)
3. To what extent is the Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week
curriculum effectively implemented at camp? (QUAN)
Using a multimethod research design allows the researcher to capitalize on the
strengths of both quantitative and qualitative approaches, and examine the research 
problem from different perspectives. Quantitative studies typically require larger samples 
 52 
and have fewer opportunities for researchers to make subjective interpretations of the 
results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016). The strength of a 
qualitative approach is that it gives participants a voice and considers the research 
problem in the context of their lives, which typically involves smaller sample sizes 
(Creswell, 2013; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016). For the 
purpose of this study, quantitative data was collected to measure levels of resilience and 
the six core competencies among campers at YDW and to measure the implementation of 
YDW curriculum. Qualitative data was also used to address the research question, and 
included interviews with select campers and their parents for the purpose of 
understanding the influence of YDW on camper resilience. 
Tennessee National Guard Child and Youth Program 
The Tennessee National Guard (TNNG) Child and Youth Program (CYP) 
provides programs for military youth, ages 7-17, with a parent or guardian serving in the 
TNNG, youth of fallen heroes, or those from active duty families who are currently 
residing in locations where they are unable to access installation-based programs. CYP’s 
mission statement is “to promote and sustain the quality of life and resilience of NG 
children and youth by providing secure, timely, flexible, high-quality support services 
and enrichment programs” (Tennessee Military, 2015, para. 2). CYP’s goal is to foster 
and sustain the quality of life and resilience of NG youth through recreation and leisure, 
fitness and health, life skills, character development and leadership, academic support, 
career development, and mentoring. Tennessee’s CYP hosts a variety of programs 
throughout the year, including youth hunting and fishing tournaments, a youth leadership 
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training, a state youth symposium, and the largest and most popular program, Youth 
Development Week (Tennessee Military, 2015). 
Youth Development Week. YDW is a six-day residential camp serving 
approximately 165 military youth, ages 9-17. YDW 2018 was held for one-week in July, 
Sunday to Friday, at Boxwell Reservation, a Boy Scout camp located in middle 
Tennessee (TN). Youth residing in middle and east TN were brought directly to YDW for 
check-in on Sunday afternoon and youth residing in west TN were given the option to 
ride a bus to and from YDW. Youth were organized by age into eight platoons, identified 
the same as military platoons with the phonetic alphabet:  Alpha (age 9), Bravo (ages 9-
10), Charlie (age 10), Delta (ages 10-12), Echo (ages 12-13), Fox (ages 13-14), Golf 
(ages 14-15), and Hotel (ages 14-17). Note the ages were approximate and some campers 
were moved to the next older platoon in order to maintain similar sized platoons. Each 
platoon had two drill instructors (DI), one male and one female, that were active NG 
soldiers or airmen who were the primary trainers and remained with the platoon at all 
times. The DIs arrived the day before check-in for orientation and training regarding their 
responsibilities and camp protocols. Each platoon was also assigned two junior 
counselors (JC), a male and female, who acted as a liaison between the platoon and DIs 
and assisted DIs with accountability and training. JCs, ages 15-17, were required to have 
previously attended camp as a camper, and also attended a weekend training two months 
prior to camp. NG service members and their spouses, regardless if they have a child 
attending camp, were eligible to volunteer for additional camp roles, including activity 
staff, medics, supply, and night security.  
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Traditional camp activities. Activity rotations began Monday morning and ended 
Friday afternoon. Activity rotations included participation in pool activities, water-front 
activities, (e.g., inflatables on the water, canoeing, kayaking, and paddle boarding), 
boating (e.g., tubing and jet skis), arts and crafts, outdoor games, archery, rifles/shotguns, 
rappel tower, zip-lining, and low and high ropes courses. Arts and crafts and outdoor 
games were staffed by CYP volunteers. The remaining activities were staffed by Boy 
Scouts staff specifically trained or certified for their activity. Two to three licensed 
counselors remained on-site and were available 24/7 for the campers had they needed to 
speak to someone about a personal concern or issue. Platoons participated in 6-10 of the 
activities throughout the week. Some activities had age or size restrictions, so platoons 
were limited to certain activities.  
Military specific activities. Military values and traditions were incorporated 
throughout the week. There was a Commandant and Assistant Commandant, both active 
NG service members, who held accountability formations every morning and evening 
and acted as a liaison between DIs and the camp directors. Formations entailed campers 
standing in ranks in their designated platoons. Standing in front of the platoon was the 
guidon bearer, a camper entrusted to carry the platoon colors (i.e. their flag) and one JC 
who was responsible for providing an account of all assigned campers in their platoon to 
the Commandant. Campers also stood at attention and saluted during Reveille and Retreat 
when seven campers were chosen for flag detail where they assisted the Commandant in 
raising and lowering the American flag each day. During morning formations the 
Chaplain reviewed one to two of the Seven Core Army Values (i.e. loyalty, duty, respect, 
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selfless service, honor, integrity, and personal courage) (Department of the Army, n.d.), 
which were also listed on the back of everyone’s name tags. Each platoon was also 
assigned dining facility clean-up and flag detail throughout the week. With the assistance 
of the DIs and JCs, campers learned military drill and ceremony (D&C) which included 
marching in formation, facing movements, and cadences that they practiced daily. The 
culminating event was the D&C Competition on Friday. For this event each platoon 
performed their rehearsed routine in front of friends and family and was judged by the 
Commandants and a General Officer from the TNNG. 
Resiliency training. The week also involved a two-hour resiliency training 
session taught by a NG service member and overseen by the camp directors, who were 
both Army Teen Resiliency Trainers. This training was first implemented with military 
youth with parents serving on active duty and then piloted with military youth with 
parents serving in the NG as a way to teach the skills necessary to combat stress. The 
training is a component of the Army’s CSF2 program as a way to bridge a common 
language between the resiliency training that Army service members were already 
receiving and their families (Salzer, 2015). Each camper was given the CSF2 Resilience 
Training packet to complete and discuss during the two-hour workshop. The packet 
included definitions and activities that addressed the six core competencies (i.e. self-
awareness, self-regulation, optimism, mental agility, strengths of character, and 
connection) that are considered the building blocks of resiliency. Some of the activities 
included in the packet for the camper to work through were 1) Hunt the Good Stuff where 
campers used optimistic thinking to record three good things that happened that day and 
 56 
wrote a short reflection on why it happened, what it meant to them, and how it made 
them feel; 2) Goal Setting which addressed the self-regulation core competency by 
having campers identify a goal, the steps to reach that goal, and a plan for handling 
obstacles; and 3) Complete the ATC model which instilled self-awareness by identifying 
an Activating event (i.e. positive or negative triggers), Thoughts (i.e. personal 
interpretation or perception), and the Consequences, both emotions and reactions 
(Department of the Army, 2013; Salzer, 2015). Upon completion of the resilience 
training session, the older platoons (Echo, Fox, Golf, and Hotel) participated in a low 
ropes course intended to allow campers to practice the skills they learned earlier in the 
day. Prior to each evening formation, DIs led their platoon in a Hunt the Good Stuff 
discussion as a way to reflect on their experiences throughout the day and practice 
optimistic thinking.  
Since many campers had a parent deployed or preparing to deploy during the 
2018 camp, the directors invited the American Red Cross to conduct their Reconnection 
Workshops. The workshop consisted of two course modules (Roger That! 
Communication Counts and Operation 10-4: Confident Coping) both of which were 
taught at camp. Roger That! Communication Counts aims to develop interpersonal 
communication and listening skills; Operation 10-4: Confident Coping focuses on 
identifying personal strengths to manage stressful events (American Red Cross, 2015). 
Campers attended the workshops with their assigned platoon on the first full day of 
activities. The session lasted 90 minutes and included activities and discussions led by 
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licensed behavioral health professionals. Due to scheduling, the two younger platoons did 
not receive the workshops. 
Selection of Subjects 
Upon receiving IRB approval, participants were recruited during online 
registration for the 2018 YDW that occurred from early-June to mid-July. Information 
regarding the research study was provided as well as the ability to select their interest in 
participating by providing contact information (phone and email), to be contacted at a 
later date. Once registration closed, the camp directors sent the researcher the contact 
information for those that expressed interest in participating in the study. 
Parents/guardians, hence forth referred to as parents, of campers were contacted via email 
one to two-weeks prior to YDW in July 2018 with a link to a Qualtrics survey containing 
additional information about the study, parent consent forms, permission forms for their 
child(ren) to participate (see Appendix A), a brief demographic questionnaire, and 
information about the opportunity to participate in a  follow-up interview. Reminders 
were sent via email two additional times prior to YDW in July 2018 in order to reach the 
targeted sample size of 40 campers which accounted for attrition over the 12-weeks while 
ensuring an adequate sample size for the data analyses. Within the first 24 hours of camp, 
each camper who received parental permission to participate in the study was located and 
invited to complete the assent form (see Appendix B) and pre-test on an iPad. 
Instrumentation for YDW Campers/Parents 
The following measures were used to address two research questions: (1) Does 
participation in Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week influence the six 
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core competencies of resiliency in campers?; and (2) Does participation in Tennessee 
National Guard Youth Development Week influence parents’ and/or youth’s perceptions 
of changes and sustainability in campers’ resiliency?  
Demographic questionnaire. The brief demographic questionnaire was 
completed by one parent, either the service member or their spouse, (see Appendix C) 
and included: number of children in the household, number of children attending camp, 
number of times each child has attended this camp, if child has previously attended other 
TN CYP programs or military-focused programs other than those offered by TN’s CYP 
with or without their family, relationship to children attending camp, relationship to 
service member, service member’s military status (i.e., part-time, full-time, deployed) 
and rank, deployment history, if child had received any counseling/therapeutic services or 
programs, and if a parent/guardian is attending camp as a volunteer. A demographic 
questionnaire completed by campers (see Appendix D) included: age, gender, group 
assigned at camp, and role (camper or junior counselor), and a life event checklist. The 
event checklist (see Appendix E) allowed campers to select events from a list that they 
have experienced in the last 12-months. Demographic questionnaires were administered 
with the parent and youth pre-camp surveys. Additional demographic questions were 
asked during the post-camp surveys, parent interviews, and the youth 12-week post-camp 
surveys. The interview demographic questions for parents included only questions that 
could have possibly changed since the pre-camp questionnaire, such as relationship to 
child attending camp, service member’s military status (i.e., part-time, full-time, 
deployed), and if a parent/guardian attended camp as a volunteer. The 12-week post-
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camp demographic questions included campers’ assigned group and role at camp and the 
life event checklist. See Table 2 for the proposed study timeline. 
Table 2 
Proposed Study Timeline 
Event Expected Date 
Camp registration/invitation for research participation May-June 2018 
Study proposal 24 May 2018 
IRB submission 30 May 2018 
IRB approval 6 July 2018 
Parent pre-camp survey active 10-21 July 2018
Camp 22-28 July 2018
Staff training 21-22 July 2018
Camper pre-camp survey 21 July 2018 
Camper post-camp survey and select camper interviews 27-28 July 2018
Parent interviews 6-17 August 2018
Camper 12-week post-camp survey active 15-26 October 2018
Submit final dissertation to committee 15 March 2019 
Dissertation defense 1 April 2019 
Resilience measures. 
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale. The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-
RISC 10; see Appendix F) was used to identify changes in resiliency and determine the 
effect participation in YDW has on military youth (Connor & Davidson, 2003). The scale 
was originally developed to measure resiliency in older adults, but has been used on 
children as young as 10. The ten-item scale takes approximately three minutes to 
complete and will be completed by campers during the pre-camp, post-camp, and 12-
week post-camp data collections. The CD-RISC 10 has a strong internal consistency, 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.85, and test-retest reliability (Campbell-Sills and Stein, 2007). 
Individuals self-rate themselves using a 5-point Likert scale (0 = not true at all, 4 = true 
nearly all the time) on each item. Scores range from 0-40, with higher scores associated 
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with higher levels of resilience. Results from previous studies using CD-RISC suggest 
that it can serve as way to measure one-time degree of resiliency, track resiliency changes 
over time, or measure resilience changes associated with an intervention or program 
(Connor & Davidson, 2003). 
Resilience Scale for Children and Adolescents. The Resilience Scale for 
Children and Adolescent (RSCA; see Appendix G) was used to measure competencies of 
resilience as it relates to four of the six core competencies of resilience (self-awareness, 
optimism, mental agility, and connection); as these four competencies are addressed more 
intentionally in the camp curriculum. The RSCA consists of three stand-alone subscales; 
Sense of Mastery, Sense of Relatedness, and Emotional Reactivity. Each self-report 
subscale takes approximately five minutes to complete and is designed for ages 9-18. The 
Emotional Reactivity subscale will not be used as it is not a primary goal addressed at 
camp. The Sense of Mastery subscale is 20 items that measure optimism, self-efficacy, 
and adaptability. The Sense of Relatedness is 24 items that measure trust, support, 
comfort, and tolerance in relationships. Both subscales use a 5-point Likert scale (0 = 
never, 4 = almost always) and each have an internal consistency of .95. The Sense of 
Mastery and Sense of Relatedness T-scores can be averaged to determine an individual’s 
Resource Index, an estimate of personal strengths and resources (Prince-Embury, 2008). 
The RSCA scales will be completed by campers during the pre-camp, post-camp, and 12-
week post-camp data collections. Scores can be calculated across norm groups of age and 
sex. However, for larger groups the total sample (both male and female) for ages 12-14 
was used in order to make accurate comparisons across the scales. The Sense of Mastery 
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has two subscales: optimism and self-efficacy. The sum of each subscale was calculated 
using the table for the norm group (total, ages 12-14), which allowed for the scaled score 
to be determined and compared across the remaining subscales. 
Positive Youth Development-Short Form. The Positive Youth Development-
Short Form (PYD-SF) measures the 5 C’s of youth development (i.e. competence, 
confidence, connection, character, and caring compassion). The PYD-SF has a 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.89 to 0.93 for youth, ages 10-18. The short form consists of five 
standalone subscales for each of the 5 C’s (Geldhof et al., 2014). The eight-item character 
subscale was used to measure changes in camper’s character pre-camp, post-camp, and 
12-weeks post-camp. The scale will take approximately two minutes to complete. Six of
the questions utilize a 5-point Likert scale, while the other two questions asks 
respondents to read statements about two types of kids and select which one they most 
identify with and then select if this statement is “really true for me” or “sort of true for 
me.” To create a 100-point scale the final character score was multiplied by 8.33 (Lerner, 
Lerner, et al., 2005; Phelps et al., 2009). 
Emotion Regulation Questionnaire. The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire 
(ERQ) is a 10-item scale that measures an individual’s ability to regulate their emotions 
in two facets: 1) cognitive reappraisal; and 2) expressive suppression. The ERQ utilizes a 
7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) with each facet scored
separately, and higher scores indicating higher levels of emotional regulation. The 
expression suppression subscale measures one’s ability to suppress both positive and 
negative emotions and behavior. The cognitive reappraisal subscale was not used in this 
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study as it relates to an individual’s ability to alter their view of an emotional situation, 
which was not a focus of the camp in this study (Gross & John, 2013). 
Camp Satisfaction. Campers were asked to rate the overall satisfaction of their 
camp experience. The one satisfaction question was asked at the post-camp and 12-weeks 
post camp data collections using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = extremely dissatisfied, 5 = 
extremely satisfied).  
Qualitative interviews. Individuals were asked if they were interested in participating in 
a follow-up interview on their respective initial surveys. Purposive sampling techniques 
were used to sort interested individuals (Creswell, 2013). Priority was given to those 
campers and parents that were from traditional guard families (i.e., those who attend drill 
one weekend a month and two weeks a year), and did not have a parent volunteer at the 
2018 camp. Campers were then selected based on age, gender, years attending camp, and 
parental deployment to illicit a variety of camp experiences. Traditional National Guard 
status was the primary criteria for selecting parents. Current deployment status, child’s 
age, gender, and year attending camp was used to in order to provide a greater 
representation of camp families. Age and gender of child was considered an important 
criteria since some activities had age restrictions and free time in the cabin was separated 
by gender. If a parent had more than one child attending camp, the parent was asked to 
provide their perspective on one specific child.  
 Guest, Bruce, and Johnson (2006) suggest between six and 12 individuals from a 
relatively homogenous group will provide sufficient data to understand perceptions 
without reaching saturation. Due to expected homogenous characteristics of the sample, 
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10 campers and 10 parents were selected for an interview. The purpose of the youth 
interviews was to understand the experience and perceptions related to camp and the 
assigned curriculum. The youth interviews occurred on the final day of camp. Parents 
interviews were scheduled to occur two or three-weeks following camp to give time for 
parents to observe changes in their child since attending camp, although four parent 
interviews occurred beyond that timeframe due to difficulties contacting parents. 
Interviews followed the parent and camper protocols, respectively (see Appendix J and 
K). Interviews were recorded and transcribed; both audio files and transcriptions were 
stored on a secure computer. Audio files were destroyed once they had been transcribed. 
Instrumentation for YDW Curriculum Evaluation  
The following measure was used to address the third research question: To what 
extent is the Tennessee’s National Guard Youth Development Week curriculum 
effectively implemented at camp?  
Implementation fidelity evaluation. DIs arrived at camp Saturday afternoon and 
participated in staff training until the campers arrived Sunday after lunch. During this 
training, DIs received instruction on the rules and policies of camp, a tour of the facilities, 
a refresher in drill and ceremony, an overview of how camp is integrating concepts of 
resilience into camp and their role in it, and training related to the purpose and use of the 
program evaluation logs. Refer to Appendix L for DI training agenda and timeline. 
DI logs (see Appendix M) were used to measure the effectiveness of camp’s 
curriculum and implementation since they remained with their assigned platoons for the 
duration of camp. The structured logs used a program logic model suggested by Morgan, 
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Sibthorp, and Browne (2016) as an effective way to evaluate recreation program 
implementation. All major camp components were evaluated (i.e. platoon discussions, 
drill and ceremony, training/educational classes, and traditional camp activities). This 
program implementation evaluation model suggests outcomes are driven by fidelity, 
quality, adaptations, and participant responsiveness.  
Fidelity measures the degree to which staff implemented the curriculum as 
intended. In this study, fidelity was measured by asking DIs to select the content of each 
activity during the platoon discussions, drill and ceremony, and training/educational 
classes that was actually covered from the provided checklist. Each item selected from 
the checklist was added and transformed into a percentage to measure fidelity. For 
example, if staff was expected to cover five areas, but only covered one, then the total 
fidelity score for that activity would be 20%. Quality measures the way in which staff 
implemented the curriculum. Another checklist was provided to DIs to select techniques 
they or others used to implement the curriculum. This checklist consisted of select items 
from the ACA’s Camp Program Quality Assessment Short Form Checklist (American 
Camp Association, 2013) such as having a warm tone of voice, making eye contact, 
appropriately challenging campers, etc. Each selected technique used throughout the 
week was counted to determine the total frequency. Adaptations are expected to occur 
and are often necessary, but it is important to understand the degree to which program 
curriculum is being modified. Open-ended questions were used to identify adaptations 
made to deliver the content. Lastly, participant responsiveness is considered the most 
important component in achieving desired outcomes in recreation programs. DIs were 
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asked to rate the platoon’s level of engagement at the end of each activity. The 
engagement was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Completely Disengaged; 5= 
Completely Engaged). Mean scores were calculated to identify the average engagement 
level of each platoon throughout the week of camp. 
A modified log was provided for DIs to evaluate the traditional camp activities as 
these do not necessarily have a specified curriculum to follow, but still provide important 
insight into understanding the influence of camp. DIs were asked to complete the quality 
checklist and rate the platoon’s overall engagement level during the activity using a five-
point Likert scale (1= Completely Disengaged; 5= Completely Engaged). The log 
included open-ended questions for the DIs to explain any adaptations the activity staff 
used to increase camper engagement during the activity. These adaptations may be a 
result of camper skills or attitudes, weather, equipment, or various other reasons.  
Data Collection Procedures  
During YDW. During the check-in process, a table was set-up to recruit 
additional participants that did not receive or have the time to complete the initial survey 
and were still interested in participating in the study. The researcher orally consented 
parent/guardians and had four iPads configured to complete the brief demographic 
questionnaire. After check-in, families were directed to the assigned cabin for the youth 
to meet their platoons and unpack before the first accountability formation and dinner. 
The researcher located each camper who had received parental permission to participate 
in the study at their respective cabin to complete the assent form and pre-test on an iPad 
within the first day of camp. The researcher did not inform campers of prior parental 
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permission unless asked in order to illicit a more honest response. On the last full day of 
camp, the post-test and selected youth interviews were completed by the researcher 
during breaks or while campers waited for their turn at an activity. Campers were 
selected for interviews based on the following criteria 1) assigned to a platoon (Charlie – 
Hotel) that attended one or more of the resiliency trainings; 2) had a parent deployed or 
was a traditional guardsmen (not employed full-time).  
During each morning formation, DIs were provided with the day’s logs that 
coincided with their platoon’s scheduled activities. The DI logs were completed 
following each activity and turned back into the researcher after the evening formation. 
Post-YDW. Parents were interviewed approximately two-weeks after camp via 
telephone by graduate students in the Therapeutic Recreation program at the University 
of Tennessee. All students were required to attend one day of training on interview 
protocol and follow a script during the interviews. Graduate students were utilized to 
prevent a conflict of interest due to the potential working relationship between the 
researcher and parents. Youth were contacted via email 12-weeks following camp with a 
link to the post-camp youth survey which was active for two weeks. If youth do not have 
an email account the link was sent to the parent’s email with directions for their child to 
complete it. A reminder email was sent to all families to complete the survey one-day 
prior to the link closing.  
Table 3 
Parent Data Collection 
Pre-camp Two-weeks Post-camp 
Demographics X (Full) 
Interviews (via phone) X 
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Table 4 




Demographics X (Full) X (Partial) 
Life Event Checklist X X 
CD-RISC 10 X X X 
RSCA X X X 
PYD-SF X X X 
ERQ X X X 
Camp Satisfaction X X 
Interviews (via person) X 
Data Analyses 
General Considerations 
IBM SPSS Statistics 25.0 software was used to store and analyze quantitative 
data. Audio recordings and transcriptions from the qualitative interviews were stored on a 
secure computer. 
Research Question 1. How does participation in Tennessee’s National Guard 
Youth Development Week influence the six core competencies of resilience in campers? 
(QUAN+qual Multimethod) 
Hypothesis 1. Camp will not have significant effect on military youth resilience 
as evident by pre- and post-camp test results due to the short, one-week intervention. 
However, a significant difference between pre- and post-camp sense of mastery and 
relatedness levels will exist. Also, a significant difference between the pre-camp and 
three-month test of resiliency will exist. The rationale for this is that camp may act as a 
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spark for continued growth (Garst et al., 2011), so the researcher hypothesizes that 12-
weeks is time for youth to practice and refine the skills learned at camp.  
Data Analysis Plan. Quantitative data was organized and checked for missing or 
inconsistent responses before scoring each instrument. Participants provided their names 
in order to track parent-child responses for the purpose of comparing the demographics 
with youth’s responses to the survey. A growth curve analysis model was used to analyze 
the changes in resiliency over pre-, post-, and three-month post camp. This tested the 
researcher’s hypothesis of a significant change in resilience three-months after camp. The 
three scores from the CD-RISC 10 were averaged and used as the camper’s overall level 
of resilience. A K-means cluster analysis classified campers with similar levels of 
resilience into different clusters (i.e. low, medium, or high resilience). A multivariate 
analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) model tested the effects of six core competencies 
on the three resilience clusters. The MANCOVA test allowed the researchers to validate 
the hypothesis that mastery and relatedness have a significant influence on campers’ 
levels of resilience. The Pearson chi-square test analyzed the influence the descriptive 
statistics (responses from demographic questions) had on resilience. 
Research Question 2. How does participation in a military camp influence 
camper and parents’ perceptions of resilience and positive youth development? 
(QUAN+qual Multimethod) 
Data Analysis Plan. Thematic analysis was conducted on the transcribed 
interviews. Each transcript was coded for patterns and themes. Once the data had been 
coded, triangulation techniques were utilized in order to validate interviews (Creswell, 
 69 
2013). Triangulation techniques utilized in this study included peer review and a member 
check. Peer review consisted of members outside of the research team that served as an 
external review of the data (Creswell, 2013). Member checking was done by 
summarizing interview responses and emailing individual summaries to participants for 
review five weeks after the 12-week camper survey link closed. Parents and youth were 
asked to verify their summaries by individually checking for accuracy of interpretation by 
the researcher, make changes, or provide additional feedback to their original responses.  
Research Question 3. To what extent is the Tennessee’s National Guard Youth 
Development Week curriculum effectively implemented at camp? (QUAN) 
Hypothesis 3. The camp curriculum will be found to have been effectively 
implemented at camp. Staff will make adaptations to the required material, but the 
modifications will not be to the degree that it negatively impacts the fidelity of the 
curriculum.  
Data Analysis Plan. The results of the program implementation evaluation for 
each platoon was calculated as suggested by Morgan, Sibthorp, and Browne (2016) in 
order to develop a percentage for program fidelity. The quality characteristics were 
scored as a percentage for each activity. The mean for platoon engagement was 
calculated along with the frequency of adaptations used throughout the week.  
Limitations 
A major limitation of this study was the use of a convenience sample, so the 
results from this study were limited in generalizability to the military youth attending this 
camp. However, possible implications of the research may be associated to similar 
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military youth camps. Also, there is a chance that parents may have influenced or 




Identifying Resilience Based Outcomes of a Military Youth Camp 
Abstract 
Enhancing resilience in service members and their families has become a top 
priority of many programs. Summer camps designed specifically for military youth have 
been suggested to promote resilience and other positive outcomes in military youth. The 
purpose of this study was to identify the influence of a summer camp implementing the 
Army’s Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness (CSF2) program for youth on 
National Guard youth. Data were collected from 83 camper surveys administered pre-, 
post-, and 12-weeks after camp. Campers completed assessment tools to measure 
resilience, self-awareness, optimism, mental agility, connections, character, and self-
regulation. A repeated measures ANOVA and growth curve analysis was used to identify 
changes across the three data points for each outcome measured. Results revealed a 
significant decrease in self-regulation over time and no significant changes in the 
remaining outcomes. Recommendations for military youth camps and programs 
implementing the CSF2 curriculum are discussed. 
This article will be submitted to:  
Journal of Outdoor, Recreation, Education, and Leadership 
Keywords: Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness; military youth; National Guard 
youth; resilience; summer camp  
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Introduction 
Resilience, one’s ability to bounce back and grow from adversity, has become a 
government directive for the military and has resulted in a surge of government and 
civilian programs focused on developing resilience (Meredith et al., 2011). For example, 
the Army designed and implements the Master Resilience Trainer program to increase 
resilience in soldiers (Reivich et al., 2011). The resilience training is now one component 
of the Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness (CSF2) program used by the Army. 
The CSF2 utilizes a train-the-trainer model, requiring at least one member of each unit to 
complete the Master Resilience Trainer course and serve as the unit resilience trainer. 
CSF2 comprises policies and procedures used to assess and train soldiers and enhance 
performance (Department of the Army, 2014). The Army incorporates training on 
improving communication and overall functioning of the family because it views a 
soldier’s family as their primary support and a necessary component to maintaining 
mission readiness (Department of the Army, 2014). Integrating the existing CSF2 
curriculum into a summer camp designed specifically for military youth has the potential 
to enhance the development of resilience by teaching the skills needed to effectively 
manage stressors and provide opportunities for personal growth. 
The value of summer camps for youth has been widely researched and continues 
to evolve to provide a greater understanding of the quality of camps and the long-term 
impact these experiences have on youth (Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010). As the general 
camp research has expanded, research specific to military youth camps has also seen 
growth over the last 10 years. Government and non-government organizations have 
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developed outdoor and recreation-based programs aimed at developing resilience in 
military children. Due to the continuous growth of camps designed specifically for 
military youth, there is a critical need for outcome related research that utilizes camp as a 
means to promoting positive youth development for military youth (Griffiths & 
Townsend, 2018). The existing literature lacks the information to provide camps serving 
military youth the knowledge and skills to make informed decisions regarding program 
development, implementation, and evaluation. Limited outcome-related research results 
in camps being unable to provide evidence-based services to military youth (Marquis, 
2008; Milburn & Lightfoot, 2013; Nelson et al., 2016; Pfefferbaum et al., 2011). 
This study is part of a larger, longitudinal multimethod study aimed at 
understanding the influence participation in Tennessee’s National Guard Youth 
Development Week has on resilience in military youth. The purpose of this study was to 
address the following research question: how does participation in Tennessee’s National 
Guard Youth Development Week influence the six core competencies of resilience in 
campers?  
Literature Review 
Military Support Programs 
The U.S. government initiated programs and services to increase resilience in 
military families and youth as a preventative measure against the stressors of military life. 
Many non-government agencies have followed suit, which has led to a variety of 
programs and services available to military families (Alfano et al., 2016; Conforte et al., 
2017; Griffiths & Townsend, 2018).  
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Government Support Programs. The military views healthy families as the 
primary support for the service member (Department of the Army, 2014), and in order to 
foster safe, supportive families, the government provides a variety of programs and 
resources for military families. While the research on the benefit/effectiveness of these 
programs is growing, it is still sparse and many programs have yet to be critically and 
thoroughly evaluated (Gottman et al., 2011). Programs such as Passport to Success (see 
https://www.jointservicessupport.org/YRRP/YRRPEvents.aspx) and Families 
OverComing Under Stress (FOCUS; see https://www.focusproject.org/) utilize a 
resilience framework with a strength-based, skill-oriented approach to promote resilience 
and assist military youth cope with deployments (Beardslee et al., 2011; Lester et al., 
2016). Other support programs and resources specific for military families are available 
through online searches, unit websites, and unit Family Readiness Groups. A growing 
number of government-sponsored resources are also available online, such as Military 
OneSource and Military Kids Connect, to support military families. Online services 
provide resources for military youth experiencing all phases of a deployment and can be 
especially beneficial for families unable to access installation services (Conforte et al., 
2017; Griffiths & Townsend, 2018).  
The CSF2 resilience training for military youth was adapted from the resilience 
training soldiers receive each year and is meant to teach resilience skills specifically 
aimed at children and teens. The CSF2 resilience training consists of six core 
competencies (See Table 1), which are suggested to function as the building blocks of 
resilience (Department of the Army, 2013). This training was first implemented with 
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military youth as a way to teach the skills necessary to combat stress (Salzer, 2015). The 
CSF2 program is robust and includes the entire family, but an evaluation tool does not 
exist to determine its influence on resilience and the six core constructs (Department of 
the Army, 2014; Gottman et al., 2011). The CSF2 youth curriculum is delivered through 
individual workbooks and group discussions. Researchers have recommended that 
military resilience training, whether for families or youth, be conducted in small 
interactive groups rather than lecture-based that offer little discussion or application of 
content. They suggest the small groups serve as a more effective modality to learn and 
practice skills (Gottman et al., 2011). The CSF2 curriculum also serves as a foundation 
for the camp in this study. 
Table 1. Resilience and the Six Core Competencies  
Resilience 
The ability to grow and thrive in the face of challenges 
and bounce back from adversity. 
Self-awareness Reflecting upon how you think, feel, and act. 
Self-regulation Keeping your emotions and actions in check. 
Optimism Maintaining a hopeful and realistic outlook 
Mental Agility Being flexible and accurate in the way you think. 
Strengths of Character Know your strengths and how to use them. 
Connection Building and maintaining strong relationships. 
Non-governmental support programs. One can easily search for veteran-
serving organizations (VSO) for youth, ages 9-17, on the internet and find a variety of 
offerings in many locations across the United States. Organizations such as Our Military 
Kids, Military Child Education Coalition, National Military Family Association (NMFA; 
see http://www.militaryfamily.org/), and National Association of Veteran Serving 
Organizations (NAVSO; see  http://www.navso.org/) provide resources specifically 
designed to support military children. While these resources have great potential for 
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improving programs and services offered to military families, the existing literature on 
outcomes related to these organizations’ resources, programs, and interventions is 
limited.  
Camp and Associated Outcomes 
Camps and retreats have gained popularity for their ability to equip service 
members and their families with the tools to overcome adversity and stressors commonly 
encountered by military families, such as deployments and frequent relocations 
(Hawkins, Townsend, & Garst, 2016; Huebner et al., 2009; Milburn & Lightfoot, 2013; 
Nelson et al., 2016; Park, 2011; Townsend & Van Puymbroeck, 2012). Camps have 
become a widely used option to reach military youth dispersed across the country and are 
associated with an increase in positive youth development, which can include resilience, 
coping skills, social skills, self-awareness, physical activity, and leadership (Benson et 
al., 2004). 
Non-military camps. Summer camps have endured for 150 years because of the 
unique experiences and benefits offered to youth by providing opportunities for 
challenges and growth in cognitive, emotional, mental, physical, social, and spiritual 
domains in a non-traditional environment (Garst et al., 2011; Henderson & Bialeschki, 
2010; Ramsing & Sibthorp, 2008). Camps vary in duration, size, focus, funding, and a 
myriad of other characteristics, but the underlying feature is that campers are exposed to 
community living away from home and in an outdoor environment (Thurber et al., 2007). 
Generally, rather than focus on youth’s deficits, camps utilize a strengths-based approach 
and create an environment conducive to fostering resilience and positive youth 
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development (Ramsing & Sibthorp, 2008). Many researchers, parents, and camp staff 
credit the positive outcomes of camp to the unique, nature-based setting in which it 
occurs (Garst et al., 2011; Hayhurst et al., 2015). 
A large body of literature exists that explores the outcomes associated with camp 
participation in general; however this work focuses primarily on non-military camps. 
This information is still beneficial to understanding the effects of participation in camp, 
but may not be generalizable to military families, given their unique life experiences. 
Positive outcomes from camp programs include positive identity or self-esteem 
(Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010; Garst, Gagnon, & Whittington, 2016; Schmalz, Kerstetter, 
& Kleiber, 2011), decreased anxiety (Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010; Hayhurst, Hunter, 
Kafka, & Boyes, 2015), increased resilience, leadership, peer relationships, and skill 
building (Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010; Garst et al., 2011), problem solving (Garst et al., 
2011; Schmalz et al., 2011), physical activity (Wilson, Sibthorp, & Brusseau, 2017), self-
regulation (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Tsethlikai, 2016), and spirituality (Bialeschki, 
Henderson, & James, 2007; Henderson & Bialeschki, 2008). Immediate outcomes of 
camp experiences are generally positive and suggest camp is an advantageous 
environment for youth development. However, evidence of long-term impact has only 
recently emerged in the literature due to the need to understand sustained outcomes of 
camp over time (Thurber et al., 2007).   
Military camps. As the prevalence of military youth camps and the body of 
literature surrounding military youth camps increase, so does the ability to document 
outcomes (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). Outcomes associated with participation in a 
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military camp include global self-worth (Baity, 2016; Chawla & MacDermid Wadsworth, 
2012; Clary & Ferrari, 2015), competence (Chandra et al., 2012; Chawla & MacDermid 
Wadsworth, 2012; Marek et al., 2013), social acceptance and support (Chawla & 
MacDermid Wadsworth, 2012; Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Le, 
2014; Marek et al., 2013), independence (Chandra et al., 2012; Marek et al., 2013), skill 
development and personal growth (Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016), interest in nature/outdoors 
(Burns et al., 2011), and coping skills (Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Le, 2014; Leonhard, 2006). 
A variety of outcomes associated with military youth camps have been 
quantitatively and qualitatively measured over the last decade. Although many theoretical 
frameworks and outcomes were central to themes of resilience none of the studies 
included measuring resilience in military youth. Many researchers highlight the need for 
military youth to be resilient, but have yet to develop a baseline or compare their norm to 
that of non-military youth (Easterbrooks et al., 2013). One of the challenges and 
limitations of research-developed or adapted instruments is they are not always reliable or 
valid (Chandra et al., 2012; Clary & Ferrari, 2015; Le, 2014; Marquis, 2008), and are 
often developed in response to a specific study and camp. In other words, the individual 
items are specific to that particular camp’s goals and activities, which reduces the 
possibility of using the instrument to compare military youth outcomes to those of non-
military youth.  
Resilience Theory 
Military youth come from a variety of backgrounds and encounter varying 
challenges along the way, but the effect of military life is not the same for every youth. 
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Resilience theory is a framework that recognizes that individuals perceive, react, and 
adapt to adversity differently, as influenced by environmental and personal factors. 
Resilience theory will serve as the theoretical framework for this study (Easterbrooks et 
al., 2013; Richardson, 2002; Richardson et al., 1990).  
Resilience theory is grounded in the idea that an individual's character and 
personality traits provide them with tools and strengths necessary to overcome adversity 
(Richardson, 2002). There are central themes present in the vast number of definitions for 
resilience, such as coping and adapting following stressful life changes or events (Ewert 
& Yoshino, 2011; Hayhurst et al., 2015; Neill & Dias, 2001; Whittington, Aspelmeier, & 
Budbill, 2016). Resilience is dynamic in nature, in that it is always transforming based on 
the stressor and the individual’s environment (Easterbrooks et al., 2013). Resilience has 
been found to aid individuals in coping with stressful life events as well as act as a 
preventive measure against negative reactions to future adversity (Hayhurst et al., 2015). 
The definition of resilience used in the current study is in line with the definition used by 
the Army’s CSF2 program: “resilience is the ability to grow and thrive in the face of 
challenges and bounce back from adversity” (Department of the Army, 2013).  
Richardson et al. (1990) proposed the resiliency model (see Figure 1) to explain 
the process an individual goes through when exposed to adverse situations. When an 
individual encounters stress or adversity their pre-established coping skills act as 
protective factors. These protective mechanisms can defend against many life stressors, 
such as stress from school, sports, or siblings (Richardson, 2002; Richardson et al., 
1990). Protective factors can consist of both internal and external factors. Internal factors, 
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seen as individual assets, can consist of self-esteem, self-confidence, internal locus of 
control, optimism, creativity, faith, wisdom, problem-solving, and the ability to cope 
(Richardson, 2002; Whittington et al., 2016). Family income, social support, and social 
relatedness are examples of external factors, also viewed as resources for an individual, 
that influence healthy development and resilience (Whittington et al., 2016).  
Internal and external factors can be co-occurring, they can be used simultaneously 
and the intensity can be constantly changing as the youth moves through the stressor. 
Also, just as everyone experiences stressful events differently, resilient youth can use 
internal and external factors (i.e. their assets and resources) differently, such as one 
relying heavily on self-esteem; while another on problem solving skills. There is no 
perfect combination of factors that creates a resilient youth; however there can be 
patterns where one factor is more often used than another. One stressful event or 
opportunity can develop multiple protective factors at one time. For example, attending 
camp is viewed as a positive stressful event and can promote social support and self-
esteem (Richardson, 2002; Zimmerman, 2013).  
When protective factors are insufficient, the stressor can cause a disruption in an 
individual’s life, such as a parental deployment or moving to a new school. The resiliency 
model suggests that outcomes can range from dysfunctional reintegration, an individual 
turning to negative coping skills (i.e. drugs, alcohol, behavior problems), to reintegration 
back to homeostasis, when an individual returns to the same resiliency level that existed 
prior to the disruption caused by the stressor. However, the ideal outcome of resilient 
reintegration occurs when an individual experiences growth because of the adversity and, 
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thus, becomes more resilient. Resilience levels are increased by developing healthy 
coping skills that can act as protective factors to combat future stressors. Strong and 
diverse protective factors will reduce an individual's’ susceptibility to future disruptions 
caused by stress (Richardson, 2002; Richardson et al., 1990).  
This process is not limited by time; for example, an adult may need many years to 
fully process an event that happened during their childhood. It is important to note that an 
individual can be at multiple stages of the model at any given time (Richardson et al., 
1990). For example, a youth can be in the disruption phase for starting a new school, and 
in the reintegration phase due to a simultaneous parental return from deployment. All the 
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while common stressors, such as homework, chores, friends, or siblings are concurrently 
being combated by protective factors and not causing disruptions.  
Programs and interventions, such as camp, have the potential to provide 
opportunities for military youth to learn and strengthen their personal protective factors in 
order to withstand future stressors. Camp could also serve military youth during the 
reintegration stage by increasing the potential outcome for a resilient reintegration when 
faced with “disruptive” situations, like deployments and relocations associated with 
military life. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to identify the outcomes of 
resilience and the six core competencies following participation in a summer camp for 
military youth.  
Methods 
This study was part of larger study that utilized a longitudinal, multimethod 
approach to collect and analyze data. It aimed to address the following research question: 
does participation in a military youth camp influence resilience and the six core 
competencies in campers? Quantitative data was collected from participants at three time 
points (i.e. pre-camp, post-camp, and 12-weeks after camp).  
Setting 
The Tennessee National Guard (TNNG) Child and Youth Program (CYP) 
provides programs for military youth, ages 7-17, with a parent or guardian serving in the 
TNNG. CYP’s mission statement is “to promote and sustain the quality of life and 
resilience of NG children and youth by providing secure, timely, flexible, high-quality 
support services and enrichment programs” (Tennessee Military, 2015, para. 2). 
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Tennessee’s CYP hosts a variety of programs throughout the year, including youth 
hunting and fishing tournaments, a youth leadership training, a state youth symposium, 
and the largest and most popular program, Youth Development Week, henceforth 
referred to as camp (Tennessee Military, 2015). 
Youth Development Week. Youth Development Week is a six-day residential 
camp for TNNG military youth, ages 9-17.  For the last 24 years, the camp has provided 
NG youth the opportunity to meet other military youth while participating in a variety of 
traditional and military-specific camp activities. Youth are assigned to a small group, 
called a platoon, based on their age. The platoons stay together through the daily activity 
rotations and meals; and only separate at bedtime, as male and female cabins are located 
in different areas of the camp. The camp is mainly staffed by active National Guard 
soldiers and airmen or their spouses. These individuals can volunteer as drill instructors, 
activity staff, medics, supply, or night security. The host camp (i.e., Boy Scouts of 
America) provides staff for specific activities that requires additional training (i.e. ropes 
course, lifeguards, boat drivers). Each platoon is assigned one male and one female 
service member to serve as drill instructors who are responsible for the overall well-being 
of the platoon. One male and one female junior counselor are assigned to each platoon as 
well, to serve as mentors and assist the drill instructors with accountability and training. 
Campers can apply to be a junior counselor if they have previously attended camp and 
are between the ages of 15-17. Activity rotations include typical camp activities such as 
boating (pontoon, jet skis, canoes, kayaks), swimming, arts and crafts, outdoor games, 
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rifles/shotguns, and evening activities. Certain activities have age restrictions such as 
archery, rappelling, zip-lining, and the ropes course.  
Campers also had the opportunity to learn about military culture and traditions 
throughout the week. They had formations every morning and evening where they raised 
and lowered the American flag. Each platoon had a guidon, a colored flag representing 
their platoon, that is carried with them at all times. Military values and traditions were 
incorporated throughout the week. With the assistance of the drill instructors and junior 
counselors, campers learned military drill and ceremony that required campers to march 
and perform specific facing movements as a platoon. Drill and ceremony was practiced 
throughout the week to prepare for the final competition that takes place on the last 
morning of camp for all their friends and family.   
A two-hour resilience training session, part of the Army’s CSF2 program, was 
taught by the camp directors, who both attended the Army’s Resilience Trainer course. 
The resilience trainer course allows the directors to instruct teen resilience sessions. Each 
camper was given the CSF2 Resilience Training packet to complete and discuss during 
the two-hour workshop. The packet includes definitions and activities that address the six 
core competencies (i.e. self-awareness, self-regulation, optimism, mental agility, 
strengths of character, and connection) that are considered the building blocks of 
resilience.  
Some of the activities included in the packet for the camper to work through were: 
1) Hunt the Good Stuff, where campers use optimistic thinking to record three good
things that happened that day and write a short reflection on why it happened, what it 
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meant to them, and how it made them feel; 2) Goal Setting, which addresses the self-
regulation core competency by having campers identify a goal, the steps to reach that 
goal, and a plan for handling obstacles; and 3) Complete the ATC model, which instills 
self-awareness by identifying an Activating event (i.e. positive or negative triggers), 
Thoughts (i.e. personal interpretation or perception), and the Consequences, both 
emotions and reactions (Department of the Army, 2013; Salzer, 2015). As the directors 
were only trained to teach the teen sessions, the platoons with campers 12 and under were 
unable to participate in the resilience sessions. 
Since many campers had a parent deployed or preparing to deploy during the 
2018 camp, the directors invited the American Red Cross to conduct their Reconnection 
Workshops. The workshop consisted of two course modules (Roger That! 
Communication Counts and Operation 10-4: Confident Coping) both of which were 
taught at camp. Roger That! Communication Counts aims to develop interpersonal 
communication and listening skills; Operation 10-4: Confident Coping focuses on 
identifying personal strengths to manage stressful events (American Red Cross, 2015). 
Campers attended the workshops with their assigned platoon on the first full day of 
activities. The session lasted 90 minutes and included activities and discussions led by 
licensed behavioral health professionals. Due to scheduling, the two younger platoons did 
not receive the workshops.  
Selection and Recruitment of Subjects 
This study was open to all youth that attended camp in its entirety and their 
parents. Upon receiving IRB approval, participants received a research study recruitment 
 86 
letter with the 2018 camp registration packet. Once camp registration had closed, the 
camp directors provided the researcher the contact information for those that expressed 
interest in participating in the study. The researcher had a table set up during registration 
to recruit additional families. Campers that completed all associated surveys were entered 
into a drawing for one of two $50 Amazon gift cards. The targeted sample size was 40 
campers which accounted for attrition over the study time period while ensuring an 
adequate sample size for the data analyses.  
Data Collection Procedures  
Parents/guardians were contacted via email two weeks prior to camp with a link 
to a Qualtrics survey containing additional information about the study, parent consent 
forms, permission forms for their child(ren) to participate, and a brief demographic 
questionnaire. An additional reminder email was sent prior to camp.  
Within the first 24 hours of camp, each camper who received parental permission 
to participate in the study was located and invited to complete the assent form and pre-
test on an iPad. On the last full day of camp, each camper that took the pre-test was 
invited to take the post-test on an iPad. Designated times for campers to take the survey 
were scheduled in hopes of causing the least amount of interference with regular 
scheduled camp activities. Campers provided email addresses which were used to send 
out a link to the 12-week post-camp survey which was active for two weeks. Each family 
received a personalized email listing the children in that household who completed the 
pre- and post-camp surveys. Directions were provided and a request for parents to not 
answer the questions for their child, but could assist if the child had a question. A 
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reminder email was sent to all campers to complete the survey one week and one-day 
prior to the link closing. 
Measures  
Demographic questionnaire. The brief demographic questionnaire to be 
completed by one parent included: relationship to child attending camp, relationship to 
service member, service member’s military status (part-time, full-time, deployed) and 
rank, deployment history, if they or their spouse are attending camp as a volunteer, name 
for each child attending camp, number of times each child has attended this camp, if the 
child has previously attended other TN CYP programs or military-focused programs 
other than those offered by TN’s CYP with or without their family, and if the child has 
received any counseling/therapeutic services or programs.  
Camper demographic questionnaires given on the first day of camp included: 
name, age, gender, group assigned at camp, and role (camper or junior counselor), and a 
researcher developed life event checklist. The life event checklist drew items from an 
existing life events scale, the Holmes and Rahe Non-Adult Stress Scale (Holmes & Rahe, 
1967). Items were selected based on age appropriateness, and additional military life 
events were included to create a 10-item life event checklist for this study.  The pre-camp 
event checklist allowed campers to select events experienced in the last 12-months. 
Example items included: I moved to a new house, my parents got divorced, I changed 
schools, my parent deployed, my parent returned from a deployment, and my parent is 
preparing to deploy. Additionally, the post-camp survey asked the child’s role and cabin 
group again in the event these changed during the week. Campers were provided the 
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same life event checklist at the 12-week post-camp survey and asked to select the events 
they had experienced since camp. The resilience and core competency measures were 
completed at all three time points (i.e. pre-camp, post-camp, and 12-weeks post-camp).  
Resilience measure. 
The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC 10) was used to identify 
changes in resilience and determine the effect participation in camp had on military youth 
(Connor & Davidson, 2003). The scale was originally developed to measure resilience in 
older adults, but has been used on children as young as 10. The ten-item scale takes 
approximately three minutes to complete and was completed by campers during the pre-
camp, post-camp, and 12-week post-camp data collections. The CD-RISC 10 has a strong 
internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha of 0.85, and test-retest reliability (Campbell-Sills 
and Stein, 2007). Individuals rated themselves on each item using a 5-point Likert scale 
(0 = not true at all, 4 = true nearly all the time). Possible scores range from 0-40, with 
higher scores associated with higher levels of resilience. Results from previous studies 
using CD-RISC suggest that it can serve as way to measure one-time degree of resilience, 
track resilience changes over time, or measure resilience changes associated with an 
intervention or program (Campbell-Sills, Forde, & Stein, 2009; Connor & Davidson, 
2003; Laliberté Durish, Yeates, & Brooks, 2018). Limited research exists on CD-RISC 
10 outcomes in American youth (Burrow-Sánchez, Corrales, Jensen, & Meyers, 2014).  
Core competency measures. 
The Resilience Scale for Children and Adolescent (RSCA) was used to measure 
four of the six core competencies of resilience (self-awareness, optimism, mental agility, 
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and connection). The RSCA consists of three independent scales: Sense of Mastery, 
Sense of Relatedness, and Emotional Reactivity. The Emotional Reactivity items were 
not used as this domain was not a primary goal addressed at camp. Each self-report scale 
takes approximately five minutes to complete and was designed for ages 9-18 (Deblinger, 
Pollio, Runyon, & Steer, 2017; Prince-Embury, 2007).  The Sense of Mastery scale uses 
a 20-item scale and measured campers’ sense of awareness. The scale provides scores in 
three related areas: optimism, self-efficacy, and adaptability. Optimism is measured using 
seven items from the Sense of Mastery scale and has a Cronbach’s alpha of .69; self-
efficacy has a Cronbach’s alpha of .77 and is made up of 10 items from the Sense of 
Mastery scale. The adaptability score was not calculated as it is only applicable for ages 
15-18 (Prince-Embury, 2008). The 24-item Sense of Relatedness scale measured
campers’ competency for connection. 
The Sense of Mastery and Sense of Relatedness scales use a 5-point Likert scale 
(0 = never, 4 = almost always) and each have an internal consistency of 0.95. Sense of 
Mastery and Sense of Relatedness scores greater than 60 are in the high range, scores 
between 56-59 are above average, 46-55 is the average range, 41-45 is below average, 
and less than 40 is in the low range (Prince-Embury, 2007). High scores for the subscales 
(i.e. optimism and self-efficacy) range from 16-19, scores of 13-15 are above average, 8-
12 is average, 5-7 is below average, and less than 5 is low  (Prince-Embury, 2007). 
The Positive Youth Development-Short Form (PYD-SF) consists of five 
subscales that measure various aspects of youth development, and can be used as 
standalone measures (Geldhof et al., 2013). The character subscale was used to measure 
 90 
the core competency of strength of character. It takes approximately two minutes to 
complete and examines a youth’s personal values, conduct behavior, value of diversity, 
and social consciousness (Holsen, Geldhof, Larsen, & Aardal, 2017). The eight-item 
subscale has a Cronbach’s alpha of .89 to .93 for youth, ages 10-18 (Geldhof et al., 2013; 
Matos, Santos, & Reis, 2017). Six of the questions utilize a 5-point Likert scale, while the 
other two questions ask respondents to read statements about two types of kids, select 
which one they most identify with, and then select if this statement is really true for me 
or sort of true for me. The score of the eight items is averaged and multiplied by 8.33 to 
obtain a 100-point scale, and higher scores represent high levels of character. Cronbach 
alpha was not calculated for character scale as previous studies analyzed latent factors 
(Holsen et al., 2017; R. M. Lerner, Lerner, et al., 2005; Phelps et al., 2009). 
The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) is a 10-item scale used to measure 
campers’ self-regulation (Gross & John, 2003), the sixth core competency. The scale 
measures emotions in two facets: 1) expressive suppression; and 2) cognitive reappraisal. 
The expression suppression subscale measures one’s ability to suppress both positive and 
negative emotions and behavior. The cognitive reappraisal subscale was not used in this 
study as it relates to an individual’s ability to alter their view of an emotional situation, 
which is not a focus of the camp in this study. The ERQ utilizes a 7-point Likert scale (1 
= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Each subscale is scored separately by averaging 
the associated items, with higher scores indicating higher levels of emotional regulation. 
The expressive suppression subscale has a Cronbach’s alpha of .70 and consist of four 
items with scores ranging from 4-28 (Gross & John, 2003). The ERQ was initially used 
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with college students (Gross & John, 2003), but has been used with adolescents, ages 15-
19, in regards to parenting styles (Dash & Verma, 2017). Gross and John (2003) have 
recommended the ERQ be tested with a wider age range.  
Data analysis 
IBM SPSS Statistics 25.0 software was used to store and analyze the data. 
Repeated measures ANOVA tested the within subject effect of each measure (i.e. CD-
RISC 10, RSCA, PYD-SF, ERQ) over the three time points. A growth curve analysis 
model analyzed the estimated marginal means to summarize changes in each measure 
over the three time points. Two post hoc one-way ANOVAs were performed to examine 
differences in gender and deployment related events across pre-camp scores.  
Results 
Sixty parents completed the demographic information and gave permission for 97 
campers to take part in the study, 83 of which completed the entre survey. There was one 
incomplete survey that was not included in the study. Only one camper chose not to take 
the post-camp survey (n = 82), and 40 campers took the 12-week post-camp survey but 
two did not complete it (n = 38). Three campers did not complete their surveys, and 
partial responses were recorded for the subscales that were completed in full.  
Sample 
Campers that participated in the study ranged in age from 9-17, with an average 
age of 11.88. A small percentage of campers served in the role of junior counselor 
(9.5%), over half the campers were male (52.4%), and 27.4% of campers had one or both 
parents volunteering at the camp. For many campers this was their first time attending 
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this particular camp and very few had attended military programs outside of camp (see 
Table 2). Parents provided demographic information regarding military status and 
history. Nearly half of the campers’ service member parent was a traditional guardsman 
(42.9%), serving one weekend a month and two weeks a year. At the time of camp, a 
small number of campers had a parent deployed (13.1%), and many had a parent working 
full-time for the National Guard (42.9%), and one status was unknown (1.2%). The 
majority of service members with a child attending camp were enlisted (61.9%), and 
9.3% of campers had both parents serving in the military.   
Table 2. Camper Demographic Information 
Variables n (%) 
Camp Attendance 
     1st time attending camp 29 (34.5%) 
     2nd or 3rd time attending camp 28 (33.3%) 
     4-5th time attending camp 20 (23.8%) 
     6th time or more attending camp 6 (7.2%) 
Additional Services 
     Attended CYP programs other than camp 21 (25.0%) 
     Attended military programs outside CYP 14 (16.7) 
     Received therapeutic services or treatment 14 (16.7%) 
Parent Deployments 
     Parent has not been deployed 29 (29.9%) 
     Parent deployed 1-3 times 52 (53.5%) 
     Parent deployed 4 or more times 16 (16.5%) 
Campers completed the life event checklist on the pre- and post-camp surveys. 
Table 3 indicates the campers that selected having experienced specific events either 
prior to or after camp. Many campers indicated experiencing a death in their family 
(53.6%) and having a parent prepare or depart for a deployment (61.9%) in the year 
leading up to camp. A death in the family was the most frequent life event experienced 
 93 
by campers in the 12-weeks following camp, along with a parent leaving for a 
deployment, changing schools, and getting in trouble at school. 
Table 3. Live Events Experienced Pre-Camp and Post-Camp 
12-months






22 (26.2%) Changed schools 6 (15%) 
20 (23.8%) Moved to a new house 4 (10%) 
24 (28.6%) Got in trouble at school 6 (15%) 
9 (10.7%) Parents got a divorce 1 (2.5%) 
7 (8.3%) A parent remarried 2 (5%) 
11 (13.1%) Got a new sibling 1 (2.5%) 
45 (53.6% Death in my family 8 (20%) 
30 (35.7%) Parent left for deployment 7 (17.5%) 
22 (26.2%) Returned home from a deployment 2 (5%) 
22 (26.2%) Parent preparing to deploy 2 (5%) 
The mean, standard deviation, and Cronbach’s alpha for each measure over the 
three time points is provided in Table 4.  
Repeated Measures 






Mean   SD       α 
Post-Camp 
(n=82) 
Mean   SD      α 
12-Weeks
(n=38)
Mean   SD        α 
CD-RISC 10 Resilience 26.04 6.43 0.78 26.34 6.03 0.82 25.28 7.13 0.89 




48.93 10.66 0.88 48.73 11.21 0.91 48.08 11.03 0.91 
RSCA – Sense 
of Mastery 
(Optimism) 
Optimism 8.86 3.43 0.77 9.22 3.30 0.78 9.23 3.07 0.78 





10.27 3.36 0.84 10.04 3.46 0.89 9.97 3.15 0.84 
RSCA – Sense 
of Relatedness 
Connections 46.27 11.24 0.91 46.09 12.44 0.94 46.24 16.70 0.94 
PYD-SF Character 72.64 13.59 ** 72.69 13.65 ** 67.92 18.67 ** 
ERQ - ES 
Self-
regulation 
4.26 1.32 0.63 4.23 1.16 0.61 3.69 1.19 0.68 
**Reliability not calculated due to instrument design. 
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The repeated measures ANOVA (see Table 5) indicated that self-regulation was 
the only core competency to be significantly different over time.  Resilience and the 
remaining five competencies revealed no statistically significant differences across the 
three time points.  
Table 5. Repeated Measures ANOVA 
Instrument Measure of F df p 
CD-RISC 10 Resilience 0.496 2, 38 0.613 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery Self-awareness 0.036 2, 37 0.965 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery (Optimism) Optimism 0.651 2, 37 0.527 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery (self-efficacy) Mental Agility 0.374 2, 37 0.691 
RSCA – Sense of Relatedness Connections 0.372 2, 36 0.692 
PYD-SF Character 0.640 2, 38 0.533 
ERQ - ES Self-regulation 3.631 2, 37 0.036* 
Note: * indicates significance at p = .05 
A follow-up paired sample t test found that self-regulation scores decreased 
significantly from pre-camp to 12-weeks post-camp (t(38) = 2.245, p = .031), and again 
from post-camp to 12-weeks post-camp (t(38) = 2.681, p = .011). It is important to note 
that the ERQ measures one’s tendency or strategies to suppress emotions, both positive 
and negative ones. 
Growth Curve Analysis  
The growth curve analysis indicated little change in the measures over time (see 
Figure 2). Self-regulation and self-awareness both appeared to decrease across the three 
data collection points; whereas, character remained constant during camp, and had a 
noticeable decrease post-camp. Pre-camp mean scores for the six core construct measures 
were average to slightly above average in comparison to non-military youth samples 
(Gross & John, 2003; Matos et al., 2017; Phelps et al., 2009; Prince-Embury, 2007). 
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Post Hoc Analyses 
Two ANOVAs were performed to examine differences in pre-test scores across 
gender and deployment related life events. The gender analysis indicated significance for 
mental agility, connections, and character (see Table 6). Three pairwise comparisons 
found that females scored significantly higher than male campers on mental agility (t = 
1.955, p = .054), connections (t = 2.145, p = .035), and character (t = 4.345, p < .000)   
Table 6. ANOVA for Gender Differences 
Instrument Measure F df p 
CD-RISC 10 Resilience 0.632 1,82 0.429 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery Self-awareness 2.252 1,81 0.137 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery (Optimism) Optimism 0.439 1,81 0.509 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery (self-efficacy) Mental Agility 3.821 1,81 0.054* 
RSCA – Sense of Relatedness Connections 4.602 1,81 0.035* 
PYD-SF Character 18.875 1,82   0.000* 
ERQ - ES Self-regulation 3.421 1,82 0.068 
* Indicates significance at p = .05
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Deployment related events included campers who reported experiencing a 
parental deployment and/or a parent returning home from a deployment in the 12-months 
prior to camp. The deployment related analysis indicated significance for resilience, self-
awareness, mental agility, connections, and character (see Table 7). Five pairwise 
comparisons found that campers who reported experiencing a deployment-related event 
scored significantly higher than campers who did not experience a deployment related 
event on resilience (t = -2.716, p = .008), self-awareness (t = -2.780, p = .007), mental 
agility (t = -3.286, p = .002), connections (t = -2.809, p = .006), and character (t = -2.610, 
p = .011). 
Table 7. ANOVA for Deployment-related Life Event differences 
Instrument Measure F df p 
CD-RISC 10 Resilience 7.378 1,82   0.008* 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery Self-awareness 7.729 1,81   0.007* 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery (Optimism) Optimism 0.926 1,81 0.339 
RSCA – Sense of Mastery (self-efficacy) Mental Agility 9.424 1,81   0.003* 
RSCA – Sense of Relatedness Connections 7.892 1,81   0.006* 
PYD-SF Character 6.815 1,82   0.011* 
ERQ - ES Self-regulation 0.049 1,82 0.825 
* Indicates significance at p = .05
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to determine if participation in TNNG’s youth 
camp influences resilience and the six core competencies in campers. The growth curve 
analyses and repeated measures ANOVA indicated self-regulation had a statistically 
significant decrease over the three data points (pre-, post-, and 12-weeks post-camp). 
Although the analyses did not reveal significant differences among resilience and the 
remaining core competencies, the post hoc analyses indicated females had a significantly 
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higher mental agility, connections, and character mean score when compared to male 
campers at pre-test. Also, that campers who experienced a parental deployment and/or a 
parent returning home from a deployment had significantly higher resilience, self-
awareness, mental agility, connections, and character scores than campers who reported 
not experiencing a deployment-related event at pre-test.  
Resilience 
Camper resilience scores did not indicate significant changes over time, 
demonstrating stability instead. The CD-RISC 10 has been used to measure resilience in 
adults and college students, but results from youth are limited. Jones, Joyal, Cisler, and 
Bai (2017) found that a control group of healthy male juveniles, aged 12-20, had a mean 
resilience score of 33.5, which is higher than the mean scores in this study across all three 
data points. This contradicts previous research that suggests military youth are more 
resilient when compared to civilian youth (Alfano et al., 2016; Park, 2011). Many 
researchers and policy makers have attributed frequent and lengthy deployments as a 
stressor that often results in disruption in the lives of military youth (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Card et al., 2011; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011). Many of the campers in this study 
reported experiencing a parent preparing, leaving, and/or returning home from a 
deployment in the 12-months prior to camp which may possibly explain why the mean 
resilience scores were lower than the Jones et al., study group. However, the results of 
this study indicate that campers experiencing a parent deploy or return home from a 
deployment in the previous year were more resilient, suggesting these deployment-related 
events may serve as an opportunity for youth to develop resilience and related skills to 
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cope with the stress of deployments. However, despite the disruptions that deployments 
may cause, the resilience levels of youth in this study remained constant, suggesting they 
are equipped with the skills to handle adversity. Future research utilizing the CD-RISC 
10 is necessary to develop normative scores for youth in general, as well as for military 
youth, in order to better understand the resilience of the youth population.  
 Resilience theory and previous literature suggests helping youth identify their 
strengths and providing them the opportunity to face challenges and setbacks can enhance 
overall resilience (Richardson, 2002; Richardson et al., 1990; Whittington et al., 2016). 
This camp, and similar youth programs, should ensure they are intentionally reinforcing 
program goals and training topics throughout the week of camp. For example, finding 
ways to incorporate the topics from the resilience training throughout the week, such as 
having campers Hunt the Good Stuff every evening with their platoons may serve to 
sustain resilience scores well after the camp experience is over.  Environments that focus 
on developing resilience can in turn make youth feel more in control of what happens to 
them, allowing them to find the positives in the worst circumstances, and understand that 
the process is just as important as the end result (Richardson, 2002). Further research on 
resilience scores and the ability of programs, specifically camp, to influence youth’s 
resilience is needed to better serve military youth and their families.  
Core Competencies 
The results from this study indicate that camp did not significantly influence 
youth core competencies, except for significant decreases in self-regulation after camp. 
Limited research exists using the ERQ-ES (self-regulation measure) with youth, but the 
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average score for the youth in this study at all three time points was slightly higher than 
those of a college student sample (Gross & John, 2003), indicating that the youth in this 
study may be better at regulating their emotions. While the higher self-regulation scores 
of campers in this study are interesting, a significant decrease from pre- to post-camp, 
and again 12-weeks post-camp, existed. One possibility is that the ERQ-ES measures an 
individual’s strategies to suppress both positive and negative emotions, so campers’ 
lower scores over time could indicate they are more comfortable expressing positive 
emotions than before camp. More research is needed to delineate between suppression of 
negative and positive emotions. The life events most frequently reported by campers after 
camp (death in the family, parent leaving for deployment, changing schools, and getting 
in trouble at school) may be another reason as to why self-regulation decreased following 
camp, as the literature suggests that individuals exposed to traumatic events may 
experience difficulties regulating emotions (Ehring & Quack, 2010). Changing schools is 
not typically considered a traumatic event, but it could be significant enough to cause a 
disruption in a child’s social network, and thus ability to regulate emotion. However, 
having a parent deployed has been linked to increased risk for developing negative 
behaviors (Park, 2011). Measuring campers’ self-regulation again six months or a year 
after camp could reveal if these lower scores are circumstantial to a specific life event. 
In regard to the remaining core competencies, female campers indicated 
significantly higher mental agility, connections, and character scores than males. These 
findings are supported by camp literature that suggests female campers are significantly 
higher than male campers in areas of life skill development (i.e., learning new things, 
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trying new things, cooperation, etc.) and camp satisfaction (Arnold, Bourdeau, & Nagele, 
2005). Also, campers’ who had a parent deploy and/or return home from a deployment 
indicated higher mean score for resilience, self-awareness, mental agility, connections, 
and character. Previous military youth literature has suggested that despite the negative 
aspects of a deployment, that many youth do report outcomes related to personal growth 
during this time (Alfano et al., 2016; Card et al., 2011; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013; Nelson 
et al., 2016). Examining campers’ overall core competency mean scores revealed mental 
agility, optimism, self-efficacy, and connection were in the average range. Campers’ 
average character pre- and post-camp scores remained slightly higher than a larger study 
with Portuguese youth of similar age (Matos et al., 2017). The Army identifies the core 
competencies as the building blocks to resilience and has developed workbooks like the 
one implemented at camp to help in the development of both the competencies and 
resilience overall (Department of the Army, 2013; Harms, Herian, Krasikova, Vanhove, 
& Lester, 2013). However, an assessment or evaluation tool for the CSF2 teen curriculum 
does not exist, which resulted in the researchers selecting the most appropriate measure 
for each area. This may have influenced the results of the study if the selected measures 
conceptualized the competencies differently than how they were taught in the curriculum. 
In order to fully assess and evaluate military youth who receive the CSF2 curriculum, a 
standardized CSF2 tool must be developed that researchers and programmers can use to 
measure the influence of their program on resilience and the core competencies. 
Thurber et al., (2007) suggest data collection across different time points may 
cause a child to compare themselves to their current peer group, despite a measure asking 
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them to rate their personal thoughts, feelings, etc. This could potentially make campers 
perceive that by the end of camp they were weaker in the areas being measured (i.e. 
resilience, optimism, etc.), because they were comparing themselves to a new group of 
peers (Thurber et al., 2007). Initially campers may have been comparing themselves to 
their siblings and friends they spent time with during the summer, after camp they 
compared themselves to their peers in their platoon, and after 12-weeks compared 
themselves to friends and classmates.  
Limitations 
 The main limitation to this study is the use of a convenience sample, so the results 
from this study are limited in generalizability to the military youth attending this camp. 
However, the results of this study provide relevant information for programs serving 
military youth, particularly in the camp setting. Test-retest validity is another concern due 
to the short, one-week duration between the pre- and post-test. Also, there is a chance that 
parents may have influenced youth survey responses during the 12-week post-camp 
survey since it was completed at home, although instructions advised against doing that. 
The life event checklist used in this study was completed by the youth and not verified 
for accuracy from parents, so they may consider their parent being gone for extended 
training or for hurricane relief as a deployment. Participation pre- and post-camp was 
much higher than expected. Although it caused some logistical issues with administering 
the surveys it shows the interest military families have in investing in their children and 
their programs. Considerations for future follow-up studies may include allowing texting 
a link to a camper or parent cell phone. Due to the formatting of some of the questions in 
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this survey, researchers chose to only provide campers with a link via email and 
explained that for best viewing options the survey should be taken on a computer or 
tablet.  
Conclusion  
This study expands the existing body of youth camp research by quantitatively 
measuring resilience and the core competencies in military youth participating in a 
residential camp program. Resilience scores for military youth do not exist, so this study 
can serve as a possible baseline for future studies measuring resilience among military 
youth. Camp-focused research provides the necessary evidence to support program 
administrators’ efforts to develop quality programming, allowing future generations of 
military children the opportunity to experience the benefits and adventures of camp. Each 
military youth will respond to military life challenges differently and in ways unique to 
their personalities, strengths, and support (Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015), thus it is essential 





Resilience and Positive Youth Development: Camper and Parent Perspectives of a 
Military Summer Camp 
 
Abstract 
 Summer camp participation has been associated with positive outcomes in 
military youth, such as increased independence, social skills and friendships, coping 
skills, and self-efficacy. Some of these camps are designed specifically for military youth 
and incorporate elements of military culture or curriculum designed to cope with the 
stress of military life. Resilience is an essential skill to handle the stressors of having a 
parent in the military. Resilience theory and positive youth development were used as a 
framework for this study, which is part of a larger multimethod longitudinal study 
examining the influence of a military camp for National Guard youth. The purpose of this 
study was to understand the influence a summer camp for military youth has on 
resilience. Resilience training and workshops were implemented at camp, as well as 
elements of military culture and tradition. Semi-structured interviews were conducted 
with 10 campers on the final day of camp, and seven parents were interviewed in the 
months following camp. A hybrid thematic analysis using deductive and inductive coding 
revealed themes of resilience, military life and culture, sense of belonging and 
friendships, and the support from staff. Recommendations for future research and 
implications for practice are discussed. 
This article will be submitted to: Journal of Child and Family Studies 
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 Since the start of the Global War on Terrorism in 2001, researchers have strived 
to understand and explain the long- and short-term effects of military life (i.e. 
deployments, frequent relocations, etc.) on service members, their spouses, and children. 
The well-being of military youth has become an increasing concern due to continuous 
military deployments. Studies suggest that many of the more than two million military 
children in the U.S. are likely to struggle with anxiety and worry, poor academic 
performance, internalizing emotions, impulsivity, aggression, sleep disturbances, 
inattentiveness, and depression (Alfano, Lau, Balderas, Bunnell, & Beidel, 2016; Bello-
Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 2011; Cozza & Lerner, 2013; Park, 2011). The 
literature also proposes that many stressors experienced by military youth are not 
commonly experienced by civilian youth, suggesting military youth may require 
additional support and skills to effectively cope with the challenges associated with 
military life (Alfano et al., 2016).  
 The U.S. government initiated programs and services to support military families 
and youth as a preventative measure against the stressors of military life. There has been 
a rapid increase in the number of programs exclusively offered for military youth over the 
last 18 years with many non-government agencies following suit, which has led to a 
variety of programs and services available to military families (Alfano et al., 2016; 
Conforte et al., 2017; Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). One such organization is the 
Tennessee National Guard’s (NG) Child and Youth Program (CYP). CYP provides 
programs for military youth, ages 7-17, with a parent or guardian serving in the 
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Tennessee NG. CYP’s mission statement is “to promote and sustain the quality of life 
and resilience of NG children and youth by providing secure, timely, flexible, high-
quality support services and enrichment programs” (Tennessee Military, 2015, para. 2). 
CYP offers a variety of programs throughout the year, including youth hunting and 
fishing tournaments, leadership training, a state youth symposium, and the largest and 
most popular program, Youth Development Week, a six-day residential summer camp 
(Tennessee Military, 2015).  
 This study is part of a larger multimethod research study designed to understand 
the influence of participation in the Tennessee NG Youth Development Week. The study 
aimed to address the following research question: how does participation in a military 
camp influence campers’ and parents’ perceptions of campers’ resilience and positive 
youth development?  
Literature Review 
Military Service 
 As of 2017, the U.S. military consisted of approximately two million full- and 
part-time service members (Defense Manpower Data Center, 2017). Active duty service 
members are employed full-time, while the majority of NG and Reserve service members 
are employed part-time. NG service members typically train one weekend a month and 
two weeks a year (Department of Veterans Affairs, 2006). However, they can be sent to 
additional training or be activated for state or federal emergencies at any time (i.e., 
natural disaster assistance, etc.). National Guard families are located in nearly every 
county in the United States and may lack the support and services that are available near 
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active duty installations (Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Huebner, 
Mancini, Bowen, & Orthner, 2009; Nelson et al., 2016; Pfefferbaum et al., 2011). As 
part-time employees, National Guard families do not receive the same benefits and 
allowances as active duty families which can result in financial problems, marital strain, 
or other difficulties (Nelson et al., 2016). National Guard youth may be at a greater risk 
for experiencing difficulties related to military life because they do not always have 
access to the support offered to active duty families (Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; 
Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011; Murphy & Fairbank, 2013). 
Military Youth 
 There are approximately 240,000 NG and Reserve youth between the ages of 9-17 
(Department of Defense, 2015). Nearly two decades of war and conflict has resulted in 
many military youth experiencing unique challenges, such as parental deployments, 
relocations, changes in family roles and routines, and fears related to the safety of their 
military parent (Alfano, Lau, Balderas, Bunnell, & Beidel, 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 
2015; Card et al., 2011; Cozza & Lerner, 2013; MacDermid Wadsworth, Bailey, & 
Coppola, 2017; Nelson, Baker, & Weston, 2016; Park, 2011). During the highpoint of 
deployments (2003-2008), outpatient visits for military youth with mental health 
concerns nearly doubled, indicating that these youth may struggle with continuous and 
extended periods of separation from their parents (Park, 2011). Many researchers and 
policy makers have attributed frequent and lengthy deployments to the increase and 
sustainment of military youth reporting emotional, social, cognitive, and physical 
difficulties (Alfano et al., 2016; Card et al., 2011; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011). 
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Extended absences from parents and caregivers, military and non-military related (i.e. 
divorce, incarceration), have been suggested to increase the emotional and behavioral risk 
for all youth. Youth may experience unfamiliar feelings associated with being separated 
from their parent placing them at risk for acute or chronic issues related to mental health 
(Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017). 
Symptoms commonly reported among military youth during a parental deployment 
include stress, anxiety, fear, depression, and withdrawal (Alfano et al., 2016; Esposito-
Smythers et al., 2011; Nelson et al., 2016). The growing attention and focus on military 
children has led to a surge in organizations offering programs specifically for these 
children.  
Resilience and Positive Youth Development  
Resilience is defined by the Army as “the ability to grow and thrive in the face of 
challenges and bounce back from adversity” (Department of the Army, 2013, p. 2). 
Resilience theory is a strength-based approach that suggests resilience is promoted 
through assets and resources. Assets are internal factors, such as self-efficacy and coping 
skills, whereas, resources are external factors, such as family, mentors, or programs. 
Youth camps would be considered a resource to promote resilience.  
 Positive youth development (PYD) is a strength-based approach grounded in the 
concept that youth are naturally resilient with the capacity to grow (Damon, 2004; Heck 
& Subramaniam, 2009; Lerner, 2005). PYD is a process that aims to cultivate individuals 
into healthy, contributing members of a society by emphasizing their strengths and 
providing opportunities for accomplishment (Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2004; 
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Hamilton et al., 2004; Lerner, Almerigi, Theokas, & Lerner, 2005). PYD posits that 
intentionally developed and implemented programs promote desired outcomes, assets, 
and resources (Benson et al., 2004; Damon, 2004). These outcomes or attributes are more 
commonly referred to as the 5 Cs of youth development (Lerner et al., 2000), and are as 
follows:  
1. Competence: Development of knowledge, skills, and behavior.
2. Confidence: Promote self-worth and mastery.
3. Connection: Develop relationships with people and institutions; foster a sense
of belonging. 
4. Character: Promote integrity, values, and responsibility.
5. Caring and compassion: Youth express empathy and a sense of justice towards
others. 
The 5 Cs have served as a framework for many camps seeking to foster youth 
development and positive outcomes through their services (Arnold & Silliman, 2017). 
Camp has been suggested to be an effective intervention and prevention service where 
youth learn positive skills they can take home and influence their families and 
communities (Dipeolu et al., 2016). However, it is important to note that although the 
camp in this study aims to promote positive youth development they do not intentionally 
focus on these five specific outcomes. PYDs ability to compliment resilience theory and 
makes it a potential context and resource to promote resilience in military youth 
(Easterbrooks et al., 2013; Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016). 
Military Youth Camps 
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 Camps specifically designed for military youth are generally well-received by 
military families and communities. Military camps often incorporate elements that make 
them unique from traditional camps such as including drill and ceremony activities, for 
example (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). In addition to offering traditional camp activities 
(i.e. swimming, arts and crafts, etc.), many military specific camps include activities 
related to coping with deployments or learning about military culture. A variety of 
outcomes from participation in a military youth camp have been identified, such as 
increases in confidence, competence, independence, personal growth, and coping skills 
(Burns et al., 2011; Chandra et al., 2012; Chawla & MacDermid Wadsworth, 2012; Clary 
& Ferrari, 2015; Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Le, 2014; Leonhard, 2006; Marek et al., 
2013).  
 Although many positive outcomes have been identified in the military camp 
literature, understanding the influence camp curriculum has on military youth’s camp 
experience is still largely unknown (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). This information is 
necessary in order for camp administrators to intentionally design and implement camps 
for military youth to achieve desired results, such as enhancing positive youth 
development (Burns et al., 2011; Mainieri, 2013).  Therefore, the purpose of this study is 
to understand camper and parent perceptions of the influence a military camp has on 
resilience and PYD in military youth. 
Methods 
This qualitative study was part of a larger, longitudinal, multimethod approach 
used to collect and analyze data to understand the influence participation in Youth 
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Development Week has on resilience in military youth. This study took a subsample of 
the larger study that completed surveys related to resilience. The strength of a qualitative 
approach is that it gives participants a voice and attempts to understand the research 
problem in the context of their lives (Creswell, 2013; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; 
Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016). Qualitative data was collected through semi-structured 
interviews with campers on the final day of camp and with parents 1-3 months after camp 
to understand experiences and perceptions related to camp. 
Youth Development Week 
Youth Development Week is a week-long camp serving approximately 170 
military youth, ages 9-17. To be eligible for camp, youth must have a parent or guardian 
actively serving in the Tennessee National Guard. The camp has grown substantially over 
the last twenty years and relies on both the host site staff and volunteers from TN 
Guardsman and their spouses to staff the camp and implement daily activities. Camp 
activities include both traditional camp activities (i.e. swimming, boating, arts and crafts, 
shooting, and outdoor games) and military specific activities that campers participate in 
with their assigned cabin, based on age. Drill and ceremony requires the most time and 
energy from the service members and campers, due to the high degree of discipline and 
repetitions needed to prepare campers to march in unison with their assigned cabins for 
the culminating competition on the final day of camp for friends and family. Campers 
between the ages of 13-17 attend a two-hour resiliency workshop on the second full-day 
of camp. The resilience session at camp is implemented separately for each teen cabin 
group led by the camp directors, who are certified Army teen resilience trainers. The 
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directors use a discussion-based format along with the Army’s Comprehensive Soldier 
and Family Fitness teen resilience workbook to discuss the topics related to resilience, 
which include definitions and activities to increase individual resilience (Department of 
the Army, 2013). This year, campers over the age of 11 were provided the opportunity to 
attend a 90-minute Reconnection Workshop facilitated by the American Red Cross about 
coping with deployments. This session was specifically designed by the Red Cross for 
military youth dealing with parental deployments, so the camp directors elected to 
incorporate it into the 2018 curriculum due to the high number of campers’ with parents 
deploying over the next year (American Red Cross, 2015).  
Selection and Recruitment of Subjects 
 The larger study was open to all youth attending camp for its entirety during the 
summer of 2018 and their parents. To participate in an interview for the study at hand, 
parents and campers were asked on surveys completed prior to camp to provide name and 
contact information if they were interested in participating in a follow-up interview. 
Campers were eligible for an interview if they remained at camp for its entirety. Parent 
interviews were open to either the service member or spouse. Guest, Bruce, and Johnson 
(2006) suggest between six and 12 individuals from a relatively homogenous group will 
provide sufficient data to understand perceptions until reaching saturation. Purposive 
sampling techniques were used to sort interested individuals (Creswell, 2013). Priority 
was given to those campers and parents that were from traditional guard families (i.e., 
those who attend drill one weekend a month and two weeks a year), and did not have a 
parent volunteer at the 2018 camp. Traditional National Guard status was the primary 
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criteria for selecting participants. Individuals were then selected based on camper age, 
gender, years attending camp, and parental deployment to illicit a variety of camp 
experiences. Age and gender of child was considered an important criteria since some 
activities had age restrictions and free time in the cabin was separated by gender. 
Attention was given to select parent and campers from different families. If a parent had 
more than one child attending camp, the parent was asked to provide their perspective on 
one specific child.  
Data Collection Procedures 
Campers were approached on the final day of camp to be interviewed by the 
primary investigator. Interview times were selected based on activity rotations in order to 
cause the least amount of disturbance to their experience. Interviews were semi-
structured with pre-determined questions to initiate conversations about different areas of 
camp. Example camper interview questions included: What did you learn in the training 
with the [camp directors]?, What did you learn in the Red Cross training?, What have 
you learned about resilience at camp?, What did you learn about the military at camp?, 
How does it feel being at camp with other military kids?, and What was the greatest 
challenge you faced at camp? Parents were contacted initially via email and later with a 
phone call for a follow-up interview three weeks after camp by two graduate students. 
However, due to difficulties scheduling interviews and acquiring an adequate sample size 
interviews occurred between one and three months after camp. Both students were 
required to attend a three-hour interview protocol training and were provided a script to 
guide the interviews. Graduate students were utilized to prevent a conflict of interest due 
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to a potential pre-existing work relationship between the primary investigator and parents 
who may have been members of the same NG unit. Parent interviews were semi-
structured to illicit responses regarding the changes and observations in their child 
specifically related to camp participation. Example parent interview questions included: 
How has having a parent in the military impacted your child?, How would you describe 
your child’s resilience?, Can you describe changes in your child’s resilience as a result 
of attending camp?, and Can you describe changes in your child’s confidence as a result 
of attending camp? 
Data Analyses 
Individual audio recordings were transcribed verbatim and systematically 
reviewed and coded using NVivo 12 software. A hybrid approach of inductive and 
deductive thematic analysis was conducted to identify themes of resilience across camper 
and parent interviews (Braun & Clarke, 2012; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). First, 
the data were deductively coded for concepts directly related to the research question, 
resilience and PYD (Braun & Clarke, 2012). Next, transcripts were analyzed using 
inductive coding to categorize new themes that were indirectly related to the theme of 
resilience, but important in understanding the broader perceptions of the camp experience 
(Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Thomas, 2006). Camper codes and themes were 
identified prior to analyzing parent interviews. Once themes from parent interviews had 
been identified, the themes from both groups were examined to determine commonalities. 
Triangulation of the data through an external peer review and member checking 
was used to establish trustworthiness of the findings  (Creswell, 2013). First, a peer 
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reviewer outside of the research team, but familiar with the purpose of the study, 
independently analyzed the data and identified themes. The researcher and peer reviewer 
then compared their findings and established a set of agreed upon themes. Second, 
member checking was conducted once themes were established to identify potential 
misinterpretations by the researcher. Separate tables with statements summarizing themes 
from camper and parent interviewees was created and sent to the interviewees (i.e., 
campers received camper themes and parents received parent themes) to check for 
accuracy of interpretation, make changes, or provide additional feedback. Participants 
had the option to voluntarily review the table and select if that statement was true for 
them, not true, or they were unsure (Birt, Scott, Cavers, Campbell, & Walter, 2016; 
Creswell, 2013). One camper and two parents responded to the member checking table. 
All three identified the statements as true for them with the exception of one parent who 
marked three statements as I do not know/not sure.  
Results 
Participants 
Ten campers and seven parents participated in one-on-one interviews, which 
lasted 10-25 minutes. Approximately twenty parents were contacted for an interview, but 
only seven returned phone calls and scheduled an interview. All seven were the campers’ 
mother. Five campers, of the 17 represented in interviews, currently had a parent 
deployed, the remaining parents were traditional Guardsmen (i.e. one weekend a month 
and two weeks a year), one camper being interviewed had a parent volunteer at camp, 
and one of the interviewed parents had volunteered at camp. Two campers being 
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interviewed were siblings, but no other family relationships existed among campers and 
parents. There was one dual military family, the mother was currently in a traditional 
status and the father was deployed, the father was not included in Table 1 as no additional 
information was gathered. However, the mother discussed her son’s father being 
deployed multiple times during her interview. In total 16 families were represented for a 
sample size of N=17 (two campers interviewed were siblings). It is important to note that 
Tennessee NG has been deploying since the start of the Global War on Terrorism in 
2001, so for some campers their parents may have deployed before they were born. Refer 
to Table 1 for additional participant demographics.  
Table 1. Participant Demographics (N = 10 campers, 7 parents) 
Camper Characteristics (N=17) Percentage/Range Mean (SD) 
Gender 52.9% female 
Age 10-16 12.2 (1.9) 
YDW Camps Attended (including 2018) 1-6 2.9 (1.8) 
Other Military Support Programs Attended 47.1% 
Responding Parent Characteristics (N = 7) 
Gender 100% female 
Service Member 57.1% 
Spouse of Service Member 14.3% 
Divorced/separated from Service Member 28.6% 
Service Member Characteristics (N=17) 
Traditional Status 70.6% 
Currently Deployed 29.4% 
Deployments 0-4 or more 1.6 (1.7) 
Note: Camper and service member characteristics include data collected from camper and 
parents being interviewed.  
Influence of Youth Development Week 
The themes of resilience and PYD were identified across parent and camper 
transcripts during the deductive thematic analysis. Three additional themes emerged from 
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parent and camper data through inductive analysis: military lifestyle, sense of belonging, 
and supportive staff. Supportive staff was a minor theme identified among campers only.  
Resilience. Resilience is the major focus of this camp, and thus this study. 
Campers and parents were asked a variety of questions directly related to resilience, 
including how they defined the term, which were coded during the deductive analysis. 
During the inductive analysis, resilience theme was broadened to include participant 
comments that incorporated elements of resilience, such as overcoming challenges. 
Despite many campers and parents unable to define resilience in their own words, each 
interviewee provided examples demonstrating resilience.    
 Many campers were unable to recall what they learned in the Red Cross and 
Resilience training sessions. Campers had difficulty explaining what resilience was in 
their own words, but knew they had heard the word before. Others described resilience as 
being optimistic, flexible, helping others, showing restraint, and as an important skill. In 
regards to the Red Cross training, one camper, age 12, said: “I remember we ended up 
split into small groups and we [had] little sheets we filled out. Like the first sheet was 
things that we realized we were good at. I just really liked that.”  
 Concepts of resilience were evident when campers discussed what challenges they 
faced at camp. Campers spoke with pride about the challenges they overcame, whether it 
was in an activity or making a new friend. The opportunity to learn about themselves and 
what they were capable of doing was a favorite memory of camp for many.  
The jet skis, 'cause last year I got injured in my knee and ever since the whole 
injury I'm staying away from the water. So everybody was like, "Come on. Get on 
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it. Don't be scared." And I rode two times and he was really fast. So I over – well, 
I was still scared, but it was okay (camper, age 15) 
Multiple campers shared experiences about overcoming challenges on activities related to 
heights, particularly the zipline and rappel tower. Marching and making friends were also 
challenges discussed by campers. 
Many parents provided examples of ways camp fostered resilience skills in their 
child, but viewed their child as resilient prior to attending camp. Another parent of a 
camper, age 11, shared that “I think he really [liked] going to the military camp just 
because he [learned] how to handle a lot of different situations. Not all the camps teach 
that.” 
PYD. The second theme identified through deductive analyses of camper and 
parent interviews was outcomes directly related to PYD.  As identified in the resilience 
theme, many campers identified the challenges they overcame while at camp. The 
challenges campers faced was more appropriate for the resilience theme as this described 
campers’ ability to bounce back. However, many campers expressed feelings of pride and 
self-worth for overcoming their challenge and/or fear, which is an outcome of PYD.    
Ziplining I've never done before, so I overcame my fear…I just [came] up to it 
and I [thought], and I just want to try it, I'm just going to go up and face it…It 
meant that I had to have personal courage, just because I might be afraid, I need to 
try new things  (camper, age 13). 
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One of the 5 Cs of PYD is connection, which incorporates sense of belonging and 
relationships. Sense of belonging was a recurring theme among campers and parents and 
thus became a separate theme. 
Parents discussed a variety of PYD-related outcomes they witnessed in their child 
since returning from camp, such as responsibility, confidence, independence, maturity, 
leadership, and the ability to connect with others.  
Having your parents split up and having that to deal with, especially when your 
parent is out of the country. It's been a struggle for her. And I don't blame that – 
she can't use that as an excuse all the time, but I do kind of understand it…But 
since camp, she's been just far more respectful of myself, and of her sister, and of 
her room, of everything that she owns. I think that the camp was really a good 
positive influence on her (parent of camper, age 11). 
Parents were specifically asked to comment on how they thought their child 
would respond to opportunities to earn some type of merit or badge for mastering specific 
skills or activities.  Every parent agreed that is something their child would enjoy. Many 
considered their child motivated and goal-driven, and referenced their child being in 
scouts, competitive, or just excited to accomplish new tasks. One parent said ever since 
camp her son “has just been more goal-oriented, more understanding that you got to work 
hard to get things, especially just grades, and life, and workouts, and so forth” (parent of 
camper, age 11). 
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Military lifestyle. The inductive coding identified additional patterns related to 
the military, such as specific military culture and traditions implemented at camp and the 
impact of having a parent in the military.  
 Military specific activities at camp are an important aspect of the camp in this 
study, as campers get a chance to experience some of the things their parents experienced 
while in the military. The major military topic of discussion among campers was drill and 
ceremony, since campers spend all week preparing for the final competition. Many 
shared about the difficulties of learning new movements and practicing their routine.  
I would tell them that they're going to make you march, probably more than 
you've ever marched in your life, but you're going to have super – a super amount 
of fun. So all the hard work that you do pays off and in the end, if you win the 
[drill and ceremony] competition, you know, you get to celebrate with your team 
and be super happy that you've won and, you know, that's just kind of like 
something that clicks in their minds (camper, age 14).  
 The main positive thing that parents identified as a result of growing up in a 
military family was the opportunity for their child to attend this camp. Many parents 
identified their child as being more outgoing, confident, or respectful after attending 
camp. One parent shared how her child, age 12, had become motivated by watching her 
father serve in the military:   
She wants to be just like her dad, obviously. She sees him as a strong person of 
courage, and as somebody who is intelligent because he's learned a lot and taught 
her a lot over the past few years. She wants to do coding, she wants to build 
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things like he says he's building. It's really pushed her to be just a better student 
all around and a better child. 
There are negatives to growing up in a military family too, however, as parents were 
quick to point out the events that are missed due to training or deployments. One mom 
talked about her child’s reaction to his dad being currently deployed:  
This is [his] first time dealing with a deployment that he can recall. He was too 
young to remember the other ones. He goes to a therapist to talk about it. He's 
angry about it. He has elements of depression and anxiety, and things like that 
(parent of camper, age 10). 
Both parents and campers agreed camp was a special experience available to them 
because a parent serves in the Tennessee NG. While campers primarily identified with 
the military life at camp (i.e., drill and ceremony) because it gave them a chance to learn 
what their parents do in the military, parents looked at the bigger picture on how military 
life impacts their child. 
Sense of belonging. Through inductive thematic analyses the theme of having a 
sense of belonging emerged across camper and parent transcripts. These campers, like 
many NG youth, are not located near active duty bases and interacting with other military 
youth is rare. All the campers and many parents commented about the benefits of making 
new friends, specifically friends that go through similar situations due to having a parent 
in the military. 
When talking about attending a camp exclusively for military kids, all the 
campers had something positive to say regarding this unique opportunity; one camper, 
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age 10, said “I think it makes everyone feel special. They're not just going to the normal 
camps like other kids. They're at a camp where you can share it to one another, people 
that actually understand.”  
 A few campers discussed loneliness and how being around other military kids 
helped. Some of these campers talked about how alone they felt when their parent was 
deployed and how they see it in their friends who have a parent currently deployed. Many 
campers and parents talked about their child(ren) attending schools that maybe two or 
three other military kids attend, or they are the only ones with a parent deployed. So for 
many, camp became a time to talk about their parents with kids who they felt understood. 
One camper, age 13, explained that “if you went to a regular camp and stared talking 
about stuff in the military they'd be like, ‘What?’ So it's just most people [at this camp] 
know what you're talking about when you talk about stuff.”.” 
 Many parents commented about the friends their child made while at camp and 
the efforts their child is doing to keep in contact. Another parent whose child was 12, 
said, “she made a ton of friends [at camp], exchanged numbers and addresses. There were 
a few [campers] that actually lived close. They still get together a little bit..” 
 Camp is a social setting, with constant social interactions. This camp is distinctive 
in that every person associated with the camp is familiar with military life which 
automatically creates an environment where people have something in common and feel 
as though they belong. 
 Supportive staff.  Each cabin had two drill instructors, one male and one female, 
that were active NG soldiers or airmen, and were the primary trainers and remained with 
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the assigned groups at all times. Each cabin was also assigned two junior counselors, a 
male and female, who assisted DIs with accountability and training and served as 
leaders/mentors for their cabin. Junior counselors, ages 15-17, were required to have 
previously attended camp as a camper. This theme emerged as campers and parents spoke 
about the impact these volunteers had on their or their child’s experience. 
Many campers expressed their thoughts on the importance of having instructors 
that were currently serving in the military due to this being a military camp that 
implemented elements of military culture. The campers recognized that the drill 
instructors not only had the knowledge and skills to teach them, but had experienced it 
first hand and understood how challenging it was to learn. Junior counselors were given 
many opportunities to teach campers what they learned as a camper and “the things 
[campers] need to know for [drill and ceremony]. So to get that first-place spot we have 
to listen to them and we have to just respect them…” (camper, age 13). One camper, age 
10, described her JCs as “really nice. They make it all fun.” Other campers echoed 
similar sentiments about the impact their junior counselors had on their camp experience. 
Parents may not have fully understood the different roles of staff at camp, so their 
perspectives of staff were based on their child’s descriptions or how their child interacted 
with them once they come home. Parents recognized camp staff was supportive and cared 
for the safety of their child, both physically and emotionally.  
He has Asperger's, so it can be hard for him in social situations and interacting 
with peers, and stuff like that. I think that people at the camp have been 
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phenomenal at being patient with him and encouraging him. Making sure he 
doesn't feel alone (parent of camper, age 15).  
This same camper was nominated by his drill instructors and received an award for 
perseverance at the end of camp.  
 This camp may be slightly different from typical summer camps in that military 
service members were serving as cabin leaders, not the typical college student counselor. 
However, the campers recognized the support both the drill instructors and junior 
counselors provided to them and their cabins to make them feel welcome and safe. 
Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to understand camper and parent perceptions of the 
influence camp has on resilience and PYD in military youth. A hybrid thematic analysis 
using deductive and inductive coding revealed common themes across camper and parent 
interviews. The deductive analyses identified resilience and PYD as themes, both of 
which were extended during inductive coding. The inductive thematic analyses revealed 
three additional themes: military lifestyle, sense of belonging, and supportive staff. 
 This camp implemented resilience-related trainings/workshops during the week, 
but many campers struggled to recall what they had learned just a few days earlier.  On 
the surface, this is problematic, as it seems that the curriculum (or the implementation of 
it) may be inadequate to impact resilience; however, when pressed to think of challenging 
situations, campers were able to describe experiences that clearly reflected the elements 
of resilience that were being taught through the curriculum. There is also no research 
regarding effectiveness or participation outcomes of the Army’s Comprehensive Soldier 
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and Family Fitness teen resilience training or the Red Cross Reconnection workshop 
curriculum used at camp. This makes it difficult to understand how useful or effective the 
curriculum is in trying to achieve the stated goals of the camp (i.e., increasing resilience). 
Camp experiences are inherently challenging and sometimes risky, and they provide 
ample opportunity for campers to overcome adversity (Ewert & Yoshino, 2011; Hayhurst 
et al., 2015; Whittington & Aspelmeier, 2018; Whittington et al., 2016). It is unclear from 
the findings in this study whether it was the curriculum or the nature of camp experiences 
that impacted the campers’ resilience, and without a body of literature supporting the 
particular curriculum used, it will continue to be difficult to achieve clarity on this matter.   
 The mission of the Tennessee NG Child and Youth Program is to promote youth 
development and the 5 Cs (i.e., outcomes of PYD) were evident at camp from both 
camper and parent perspectives. However, these outcomes seemed to be occurring 
naturally and not so much from the intentional design of camp. Many parents shared 
experiences of their child having developed or refined a skill at camp and having applied 
it in their daily life, at home, school, or extracurricular activities. These skills, or 
attributes, included confidence, responsibility, maturity, independence and are all related 
to outcomes of PYD (Arnold & Silliman, 2017; Benson et al., 2004; Heck & 
Subramaniam, 2009; Lerner et al., 2000). While no parent saw change in outcomes 
related to each of the 5 Cs, every parent did see a change in at least one area. Utilizing an 
existing framework like PYD may provide camp directors with guidance to be more 
intentional during camp planning and implementation and thus increase opportunities for 
PYD to occur. The experiences of campers in this study supports previous literature that 
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suggest that camp may serve as an advantageous setting to promote PYD (Eccles & 
Gootman, 2002; Garst et al., 2011; Mainieri, 2013). Eccles and Gootman (2002) have 
developed a list of eight program features commonly associated with programs that 
promote outcomes associated with PYD. Many of these features were revealed in the 
inductive analyses and discussed in the subsequent themes of military lifestyle, sense of 
belonging, and supportive staff.  
The military youth research suggests there are both positives and negatives to 
growing up with a parent in the military (Alfano et al., 2016; Park, 2011). Similar results 
were found in this study as parents and campers discussed the positives (i.e., 
opportunities to attend this camp), and the negatives (i.e., challenges with deployments). 
The theme of military lifestyle was expanded to include the specifics of military culture 
and tradition discussed at camp. Many military youth camps incorporate elements of 
military culture or curriculum related to coping skills, however the research examining 
perceptions of these unique elements is non-existent (Chandra et al., 2012; Griffiths & 
Townsend, 2018). Campers were understandably focused on drill and ceremony, as they 
practiced every day in preparation for the competition. However, there are other elements 
unique to military culture that were implemented at camp, for example having service 
members as counselors, participating in the raising and lowering of the flag, and ensuring 
campers go everywhere with a battle buddy. In the military, a battle buddy is another 
soldier who helps you through training and daily life. The battle buddy system requires 
teamwork and accountability (Sellers, 2010). At camp, each camper is required to have a 
battle buddy at all times. The system serves for the overall safety of the campers while 
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simultaneously teaching them to be accountable to one another. Also, at the end of the 
day in front of the entire camp, campers that were observed by staff as displaying kind 
and positive behavior are awarded a wooden coin, meant to resemble a military challenge 
coin. In the military, it is a metal coin bearing a unit’s insignia and is presented to 
individuals to recognize achievements and hard work while instilling esprit de corps 
(Lange, 2017). The same applies to camp: some night no campers earned a wooden coin 
and other nights three campers were awarded one. These military elements allow campers 
to get a glimpse into their parents’ life in the military, but they simultaneously serve as a 
way to promote social norms among campers. Literature suggest that programs 
promoting PYD should encourage positive social norms, both formal and informal 
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Garst et al., 2011). Military culture encourages teamwork, 
accountability, and respect, among other positive behaviors, and as this seem to have had 
a positive impact on many campers at this camp, it would be beneficial to examine the 
influence of these elements in future studies. 
Sense of belonging was a reoccurring theme in both camper and parent 
interviews, and while not considered resilience itself, is clearly connected to it. Campers 
and parents valued the opportunities to meet and develop friendships with other military 
youth. Previous studies suggest that military youth camps promote friendship and social 
acceptance, support, and skills (Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Le, 2014; Leonhard, 2006; 
Marek et al., 2013). PYD research suggests environments where youth feel they are 
welcomed and belong is an essential feature to promoting resilience (Benson et al., 2004; 
Merryman et al., 2012). This camp implemented techniques that have been associated 
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with developing group cohesion or sense of community, such as group clothing, symbols, 
and chants (Garst et al., 2011). Each camper is assigned to a cabin group, and each cabin 
group is assigned a color. Every camper in the cabin receives two t-shirts in their cabins’ 
respective color and these shirts are worn the entire camp (staff washes them every day, 
so campers have a clean shirt in the morning). Each group also receives a guidon (i.e., a 
flag) with the camp logo, but in their cabin color. The guidon is a valued tradition in the 
military; it always embodies the unit insignia and accompanies the commander of the 
unit. It is proudly displayed in the front of military formations and buildings to signify the 
presence of the unit (Quinn, 2012). At camp, campers take turn being the guidon bearer 
and are responsible for its safekeeping. And just like in the military, pushups are due if 
the guidon is dropped and unattended guidons can be stolen by another cabin. Guidons 
are returned in the evenings, but first the captors get to choose something for the defeated 
cabin to do to earn back their guidon, like sing a song or dance. 
 Finally, many campers commented on how they felt their drill instructors and 
junior counselors were helpful, fun, and could relate to them in regards to military life. 
Although having service members as staff has not been evaluated in the military youth 
camp setting, supportive staff does appear in both PYD and the traditional camp literature 
(Garst et al., 2011; Rubin, Hagler, Burton, & Rhodes, 2018). PYD research suggests 
youth benefit from consistent adult supervision and positive outcomes, such as resilience, 
are more likely to occur when you feel emotionally supported (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). 
This camp may be slightly different from typical summer camps in that adult service 
members are serving as cabin leaders, rather than the typical college student counselor. 
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This may put them in more of a parent role at times, as opposed to a friend role like many 
camp counselors are, but it provides a unique experience for every camper to know that 
each staff member can relate to them in regards to military life. Some who volunteered 
have been deployed and have children of their own, but all know the sacrifice that 
military kids make on behalf of their parent’s service in the National Guard. Parents miss 
many milestones in their children’s lives, such as births, sporting events, birthdays, and 
graduations. Staffing camp with volunteers that have firsthand experience of the 
challenges of military life aid in making the camp experience supportive for every 
camper, whether their parent is at home or deployed. Despite all the negatives, parents 
agreed that the opportunity camp for their child was a positive benefit of serving in the 
TN National Guard. While parent perceptions of campers was the focus of this study, it is 
important to note that youth participation in camp is largely influence by parents (Garst, 
Gagnon, & Bennett, 2016; Thurber et al., 2007). Parents have a central role in 
determining if their child will attend camp and then selecting which camp and, at times, 
the specific camp activities most appropriate for their child (Garst, Gagnon, & Bennett, 
2016; Cait Wilson, 2017). Campers shared their challenges at camp, but parents were not 
asked about the decision to send their child to this specific camp and challenges from 
being separated from their child for the week. Future studies should consider including 
questions to illicit responses from parents regarding their decision-making process and 
their personal fears of sending their child to camp, as this information may be helpful to 
programmers as they determine the design and structure of camp.   
Limitations  
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Interviews were intentionally kept short with campers to cause the least amount of 
disruption to their scheduled activities. Future studies may consider calling campers the 
day after camp for interviews to discuss their experience in greater depth. Desiring to 
gather parent perceptions about the changes they have seen in their child since camp 
required the interviews to be conducted a few weeks after camp. However, this led to 
difficulties reaching parents and ultimately, a smaller than desired sample of parents. The 
lack of parent participation and the loss of equipment required a second wave of parent 
interviews to be conducted three months after camp; resulting in a large amount of time 
between interviews for parents to reflect on since camp. The potential for biases existed 
as the primary investigator was a currently serving in the TN National Guard, had 
volunteered as a drill instructor at camp the previous year, and was asked to fill-in as a 
drill instructor during this camp (mainly just driving campers around) when not fulfilling 
research related tasks. Although eliminating all biases is impossible, the primary 
investigator instituted control measures to minimize the influence of biases, such as 
research assistants conducting parent interviews, an external peer review, and member 
checking. 
Recommendations for Future Research and Practice 
 This camp is the only military support program many TN National Guard youth 
attend. It also reaches the greatest number of TN military youth at one time, suggesting 
time and money spent on this program has the potential to make the greatest impact in the 
lives of military youth across the state. Campers’ inability to retain the information taught 
in the resilience training and Red Cross workshop is discouraging. Future studies should 
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attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum material and how it is 
implemented, as well as, research longitudinal outcomes of military youth camps, as 
many parents described how their child transferred camps skills to their home life. We 
also recommend this camp and other camps interested in incorporating resilience 
curriculum into their programs introduce concepts or conduct the training sessions on the 
first day of camp to establish a foundation to build upon throughout the week. It is 
promising that this camp already implements many of the eight program features of PYD 
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002), which is potentially one reason why they achieved outcomes 
related to the 5 Cs. Campers appeared to value the military traditions integrated into the 
camp experience, such as the drill and ceremony. Traditions and rituals have been 
associated with PYD and are often unique to each camp; it is recommended that this 
camp continue to intentionally incorporate elements of military culture and tradition 
throughout the week (Garst et al., 2011). Based on the experiences and perceptions from 
the individuals who participated in this study, it is recommended that more intentionality 
be placed on features related to skill building to enhance outcomes related to PYD and 
resilience. 
We recommend camp staff provide some type of token or badge when a camper 
demonstrates resilience throughout the week, as well as a short discussion with the group 
so they can relate that skill to everyday life. Many topics, such as resilience, can be 
broken down into smaller components. For example, the Army has six core components 
to resilience (i.e., self-awareness, self-regulation, optimism, mental agility, strengths of 
character, and connection) (Department of the Army, 2013). Each of these components 
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could be discussed the first day and campers awarded a small token when demonstrated 
throughout the week. This provides opportunities for multiple skills to be practiced and 
increases the potential for retention of information taught.  
Conclusion 
Overall, the participants in this study regarded this camp as a positive experience. 
Camp offered a variety of activities that allowed campers to face fears and overcome 
personal challenges, which was the highlight of many campers’ week. Campers and 
parents held a relatively common set of views surrounding camp; specifically that camp 
provided military youth the opportunity to develop a sense of belonging and friendships 
with other military youth. Including military culture and tradition at camp proved to be 
both challenging and rewarding for campers while allowing them to learn more about 
what their parents experience in the military. The individuals responsible for the safety of 
each child were the staff, mainly the drill instructors and junior counselors, both of which 
were viewed positively and supportive of the campers. The supportive staff and value that 
campers, and parents, place on this program suggest it may serve as effective means to 










Evaluation of a Military Youth Summer Camp Curriculum 
Abstract 
Military youth camps have identified positive outcomes through participation. 
Many camps incorporate elements of military culture and tradition or opportunities for 
youth to develop skills to cope with the stress of deployments. However, camps 
evaluating their curriculum is minimal and a necessary step in order to provide evidence-
based practice. This article utilizes a theoretical model of implementation to evaluate the 
camp curriculum implemented at a summer camp for youth who currently have a parent 
serving in the National Guard. This study sought to understand how the curriculum was 
implemented by using an adapted evaluation log that allowed staff to evaluate each 
activity in four areas: fidelity, quality, adaptations, and participant engagement. The 
results indicate the curriculum is effectively implemented at camp and overall, enjoyed 
by campers. Recommendations for this camp and future studies examining curriculum 
design and implementation are also discussed. 
This article will be submitted to: Journal of Outdoor, Recreation, Education, and 
Leadership 
Keywords: implementation evaluation; military youth; National Guard youth; program 
evaluation; resilience; summer camp 
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Introduction 
Camp has been suggested as an effective intervention and prevention service 
where youth learn positive skills they can take home and use to influence their families 
and communities (Dipeolu et al., 2016). Many studies identify the outcomes of camp 
participation including self-esteem, social skills, problem solving, resilience, and physical 
activity (Bialeschki et al., 2007; Bialeschki & Sibthorp, 2010; Garst et al., 2011, 2016; 
Thurber et al., 2007; Wilson et al., 2017). While a substantive number of outcomes have 
been associated with camp participation, a gap or disconnect exists between program 
design and outcomes. This gap is often referred to as the black box of programming 
(Garst, Gagnon, & Whittington, 2016; Mainieri, 2013; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 
2010). Researchers and programmers have begun the process of bridging the gap between 
program design, implementation, and outcomes (Mainieri, 2013; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 
2016). This process is ongoing and needs continuous refinement and adjustment in order 
to fully connect program design and outcomes (Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010).  
Mainieri (2013) suggests unpacking the black box by purposefully designing 
programs and understanding “how and at what quality such intentional programming is 
delivered” (p. 17). Evaluations can serve as an effective tool to understand both the 
quality of programs and how it effects outcomes which can then equip programmers with 
the knowledge to design their programs with intentionality (Yohalem & Wilson-
Ahlstrom, 2010). Implementation evaluation is a form of evaluation that goes beyond 
program evaluation by attempting to understand what program components contribute to 
specific outcomes (Collins et al., 2012; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Mainieri, 2013). 
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Programs that incorporate an evaluation component often examine only one dimension of 
program implementation, such as staffing. A majority of evaluations focus entirely on 
program improvement, examining what they can change in the future rather than evaluate 
their ability to implement their designed program (Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). 
Evaluating only one dimension does not take into consideration additional contributing 
factors and how each factor may influence not only the results, but other dimensions as 
well (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008). Durlak (2015) stated that 
implementation is complicated to study. However, it is essential to further understand the 
inner workings of an effective program (Mainieri, 2013).  
Even with the growing attention on rigorous program evaluations, it still remains 
a major deficit and challenge facing recreation research today (Morgan, Sibthorp, & 
Browne, 2016). The limited research on program evaluations can be seen in a variety of 
areas, including military youth camps (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). The needs and 
strengths of military youth have been researched and identified, but a lack of evidence 
supporting best-practices for programs and interventions, such as camps, still exists 
(Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011; 
Knobloch et al., 2017; Nelson et al., 2016). Military camps often incorporate elements 
that make them unique from traditional camps. Many camps include activities that are 
relevant to the military lifestyle and are meant to support the campers’ unique life 
experiences (e.g., helping to develop stress or coping stills, instilling military pride, 
learning about the military, such as drill and ceremony and reveille and retreat (Griffiths 
& Townsend, 2018). However, only one military youth camp study has evaluated 
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program implementation, and results indicated that the curriculum was implemented 
inconsistently. This could be due to the limitations of the methods of evaluations selected 
by the researchers, as they chose to rely on directors’ personal evaluations and 
observations of drop-in visitors, as opposed to, say, the perceptions of front line staff 
(Chandra et al., 2012). Program evaluations must go beyond just determining if 
curriculum was implemented, it should examine the ways in which it was implemented 
and received by participants in order to understand how design and implementation can 
influence youth development and outcomes. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to 
examine to what extent the Tennessee National Guard Youth Development Week’s camp 
curriculum was effectively implemented.  
Program Implementation 
Program implementation is the way in which a program is delivered to 
participants. This is the actualization of the program design stage and accounts for 
conducting daily operations (Durlak, 2015). Berkel et al., (2011) proposed an Integrated 
Theoretical Model of Program Implementation to understand the influence of 
programming dimensions on outcomes.  
 The eight dimensions are as follows: 1) differentiation is what makes a program 
unique or separates it from other programs; 2) dosage is the frequency or duration the 
program is offered, not necessarily the amount a participant attended the program; 3) 
reach refers to how well the program is serving the target population; 4) monitoring 
involves the internal or external influences to participant outcomes outside the scope of 
the program; 5) fidelity refers to the adherence of specified curriculum throughout the 
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program; 6) quality is the skills utilized to implement the program; 7) adaptation includes 
any modifications that staff make while implementing the program; and 8) 
responsiveness which examines the level of engagement and satisfaction of the 
participants (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008). 
 The first four dimensions (differentiation, dosage, reach, and monitoring) are 
suggested to naturally occur during the delivery of the program as they include the 
uniqueness of the program, number of sessions offered, the ability to reach the target 
population, and documenting other programs or services participants receive. The 
remaining four dimensions (fidelity, quality, adaptation, and responsiveness)  are 
suggested to occur during the actual program session, so Berkel et al., (2011) proposed a 




The model categorizes program implementation into three areas; 1) facilitator behaviors, 
specifically fidelity, quality, and adaptation, 2) participant behaviors, specifically 
responsiveness, and 3) program outcomes. The model is unique in that it differentiates 
between facilitator and participant behaviors and identifies how different components of 
the program operate together to influence program outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011). 
 Fidelity. Implementation fidelity refers to the adherence of the conceptualized 
curriculum during program implementation (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; 
Smith et al., 2007). Research regarding implementation fidelity is lacking, making it 
difficult to identify the amount of curriculum adherence needed to achieve positive 
outcomes; however, 60% fidelity has been suggested to have a positive influence on 
program outcomes and a suggested fidelity target of 60%-80% is realistic for programs 
(Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Smith et al., 2007). The 
implementation model identifies a direct relationship between fidelity and outcomes. In 
other words, staff adherence to program curriculum is vital to achieving the desired 
program outcomes. A facilitator who adhered to 90% of the program curriculum would 
likely contribute more strongly to the development of positive outcomes as compared to a 
facilitator that adhered to only 50% of the curriculum (Durlak & DuPre, 2008).  
Various methods have been used to measure fidelity including observations, self-
report checklists, and participant assessments (Berkel et al., 2011; Morgan, Sibthorp, & 
Browne, 2016; Smith et al., 2007). Each method utilizes a different individual involved in 
the program to identify the curriculum covered during implementation (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Depending on the program structure and available resources 
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one method may be more feasible than another (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
One approach is to have facilitators and participants evaluate the program based off the 
program’s goals and objectives. As the goals should be clearly articulated and the 
objectives measurable they can be used to determine the fidelity of the program 
(American Camp Association, 2006; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Rossman & 
Schlatter, 2015; Wilson et al., 2017). Although, more importantly and more challenging 
is to measure the process camps take to meet these goals and objectives (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
Quality. Quality measures the way in which staff implement or deliver the 
curriculum. As illustrated in the model, quality directly impacts participant 
responsiveness and involves the processes of program delivery (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Facilitators use a variety of techniques to engage 
participants in the learning process in order to teach the desired skills (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Some of these techniques include having a warm 
tone of voice, making eye contact, appropriately challenging participants, and being 
competent in the desired program skills (American Camp Association, 2013). Thus, a 
facilitators’ ability to incorporate qualities such as interactive teaching methods or 
following the curriculum, can directly influence to what extent the program is being 
delivered (i.e. fidelity). A program may have a well-developed curriculum, but if the 
facilitator is unable to follow the curriculum it may negatively impact program outcomes. 
Likewise, those who are supportive can encourage participants to be more attentive and 
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engaged during the session, thus positively influencing responsiveness (Berkel et al., 
2011; Morgan et al., 2016). 
In theory, a higher quality program would result in more positive outcomes 
because it is influencing fidelity and participant engagement, which both have direct 
relationships with outcomes (Collins et al., 2012). Research surrounding the quality of 
programs has been growing as stakeholders interest in program quality grows (Yohalem 
& Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). This growth has led to a variety of quality assessment tools, 
such as facilitator and participant self-reports, observations, and checklists (Berkel et al., 
2011; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). As with fidelity 
measures, the use of quality measures can differ on a variety of factors, including 
program structure, available resources, and skill in measurement (Morgan, Sibthorp, & 
Browne, 2016; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010).  
Adaptations. Facilitator adaptations include modifications, additions, or 
omissions made by the facilitator while implementing the curriculum (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Durlak & DuPre, 2008). Adaptations directly influence participant responsiveness and 
program quality, both positively and negatively. Adaptations should be an expected 
occurrence during the implementation of the program and can positively influence the 
program when facilitators are given freedom to adjust the curriculum to meet the needs of 
their participants (Berkel et al., 2011). A facilitator who elects to spend more time on one 
area to ensure participants master the topic or skill being taught is an example of an 
adaptation that can positively influence program outcomes. A facilitator that adjusts the 
curriculum to meet the unique needs of the participants can enhance engagement and 
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attendance, in turn, positively influencing the outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & 
DuPre, 2008). It becomes necessary to identify adaptations to determine the degree to 
which modifications may begin to alter the fidelity of the program. Adaptations can be 
measured through self-reports, observations, and interviews (Berkel et al., 2011; Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Identifying adaptations can assist in determining effective 
implementation and making future changes to program design and quality (Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
 Participant responsiveness. Participant responsiveness is the one component of 
the model driven solely by the participant not the facilitator (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak 
& DuPre, 2008; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Responsiveness can include 
attendance, engagement, or degree of participation. Responsiveness is often considered 
one of the most influential contributing factors for positive outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011; 
Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). The 
participants’ response to the program is situated between the facilitator components and 
the outcomes suggesting that regardless of how well the facilitator implemented the 
program, a participant that is less engaged or has low attendance in the program will have 
fewer positive outcomes (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). Greater attendance, 
overall level of satisfaction, and engagement in the program (i.e. participating in 
discussions, doing assigned homework) has been suggested to lead to greater program 
outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011). Participant responsiveness can be measured through 
attendance trackers, facilitators’ perspective of participant engagement, and follow-up 
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questions for participants to rate their overall satisfaction (Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 
2016). 
Implications for Military Youth 
Military youth often face stressors unfamiliar to civilian youth, such as continuous 
relocations or parental deployments, where a parent may be absent for an extended period 
in a potentially harmful environment. Symptoms commonly reported among military 
youth during a parental deployment include stress, anxiety, fear, depression, and 
withdrawal (Alfano et al., 2016; Esposito-Smythers et al., 2011; Nelson et al., 2016). 
Military youth and parents have reported difficulties related to school including fewer 
social relationships, poorer academic achievement, increased inattention or hyperactivity 
(Alfano et al., 2016; Bello-Utu & Desocio, 2015; Card et al., 2011; Nelson et al., 2016). 
(Alfano et al., 2016; Card et al., 2011; MacDermid Wadsworth et al., 2017; Nelson et al., 
2016; Park, 2011). Relocations can result in financial difficulties, greater distances from 
extended family and friends, and changes in roles and routines. Military youth may 
relocate up to nine times before they graduate high school (Alfano et al., 2016; Park, 
2011). These unique stressors encountered by military youth has resulted in a variety of 
programs and services offered to address the challenges of growing up in a military 
family (Alfano et al., 2016). 
Summer camps are becoming an increasingly popular program option that serves 
to connect and support military youth in an outdoor setting and often incorporates 
elements of military culture and values (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). Despite the 
prevalence of military youth camps and the increasing body of literature surrounding 
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military youth camps, many military youth camps have been unable to effectively 
evaluate their programs (Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). Programs aiming to increase 
resilience in military youth can serve as a preventative measure against the stress of 
military life. Using a strength-based approach allows programs to capitalize on military 
youth’s existing skills while developing coping skills, problem solving skills, self-
efficacy, self-regulation, relationships, and social support (Murphy & Fairbank, 2013). 
Due to the inherent nature of camp, strength-based approaches are often organic to the 
camp experience making it an ideal environment for developing positive outcomes in 
youth. Camp outcomes have been thoroughly studied and identified, however, program 
evaluations to determine the camp elements and characteristics related to outcomes is 
lacking, particularly for military youth camps (Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Garst et al., 
2016; Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). 
Methods 
This study was part of a multimethod examination of the Tennessee National 
Guard Youth Development Week, and utilized a descriptive research design to examine 
the implementation of their camp curriculum. 
Setting  
Youth Development Week. Youth Development Week, hence forth referred to as 
camp, was a six-day residential camp that served approximately 165 youth, ages 9-17, 
with a parent or guardian currently serving in the Tennessee National Guard. The camp 
aimed to foster and sustain the quality of life and resilience of National Guard youth 
through recreation and leisure, fitness and health, life skills, character development and 
 144 
leadership, academic support, career development, and mentoring (Tennessee Military, 
2015).   
The camp allowed youth the opportunity to participate in both traditional and 
military-specific camp activities in a platoon (military term used in place of a cabin 
group) with other military youth of similar ages. The traditional activities included 
participation in pool activities, waterfront activities (e.g., inflatables on the water, 
canoeing, kayaking, and paddle boarding), boating (e.g., tubing and jet skis), arts and 
crafts, outdoor games, archery, rifles/shotguns, rappel tower, zip-lining, and low and high 
ropes courses. Arts and crafts and outdoor games were voluntarily staffed by National 
Guard service members or their spouses. The remaining activities were staffed by Boy 
Scouts specifically trained or certified for their activity. Platoons participated in 6-10 of 
the activities throughout the week. Some activities had age or size restrictions, so 
platoons were limited to certain activities (i.e. the younger platoons were unable to 
participate in rappelling, zip-lining, and the ropes courses).  
Military specific activities. Military values and traditions are intentionally 
incorporated throughout the week at camp, as this camp only serves military youth. There 
is a Commandant and Assistant Commandant, both active National Guard service 
members, who hold accountability formations every morning and evening that required 
campers to stand in ranks in their designated platoons. Campers also stand at attention 
and salute during Reveille and Retreat when seven campers are chosen for flag detail 
where they assist the Commandant in raising and lowering the American flag each day. 
The Drill Instructors (DIs) teach campers military drill and ceremony, which includes 
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marching in formation, facing movements, and cadences that they practice daily. The 
culminating event is the drill and ceremony competition on the final day in front of 
friends and family. 
 The week also involved a two-hour resilience training session taught by an Army 
Teen Resilience Trainer. The training is a component of the Army’s Comprehensive 
Soldier Family Fitness (CSF2) program, which is standard training required of all service 
members in the Army. The teen resilience program was used to bridge a common 
language between the resilience training that Army service members receive and their 
families (Salzer, 2015). The instructors had only attended the training to teach resilience 
sessions for teens, so resilience sessions were limited to the four oldest groups. 
The American Red Cross provides Reconnection Workshops, separate from the 
CSF2 curriculum, with the purpose of teaching strategies on managing challenges related 
to military deployments and reintegration (American Red Cross, 2015). During check-in 
campers were asked if they would like to participate in this training with their platoon. 
Due to time constraints and the workshop only taking place over the course of one day, 
the training was not offered to the youngest two platoons. Of those that were invited to 
attend, 120 agreed to participate. This is the only activity at camp where campers are 
specifically asked during check-in if they would like to participate due to the Red Cross 
requiring parental permission to participate. 
Participants  
Data were collected primarily from camp staff. Each platoon had two DIs, one 
male and one female, which were active National Guard soldiers or airmen, and who 
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were the primary trainers and remained with the platoon at all times. DIs arrived at camp 
Saturday afternoon and participated in staff training until the campers arrived Sunday 
after lunch. During this training, DIs received instruction on the rules and policies of 
camp, a tour of the facilities, and how camp programmers were integrating concepts of 
resilience into camp and the DIs role in it. Data were also collected from campers in each 
platoon in the form of one question about satisfaction, collected via iPad.  
Evaluation Tools 
The program implementation evaluation model suggests outcomes are driven by 
fidelity, quality, adaptations, and participant responsiveness (Berkel et al., 2011; Morgan, 
Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016), so DI Logs were created to conduct the implementation 
evaluation for this study. Each DI Log consisted of four components: fidelity, quality, 
adaptations, and engagement. The DI Logs were designed so that it would take minimal 
time for the DIs to complete while still providing the information needed to effectively 
evaluate the camp. The structured logs use a program logic model suggested by Morgan, 
Sibthorp, and Browne (2016) as an effective way to evaluate recreation program 
implementation. Their evaluation model is derived from the concept of Berkel et al.s, 
(2011) integrated theoretical model. All major camp components were evaluated (i.e. 
platoon discussions, drill and ceremony, training/educational classes, and traditional 
camp activities).  
Measuring fidelity. Fidelity measures the degree to which staff implemented the 
curriculum as intended. In this study, fidelity was measured by asking DIs to select the 
curriculum content that was actually covered during the platoon discussions, drill and 
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ceremony, the Red Cross class, and the resilience training from the provided checklist. 
The fidelity component was individualized to reflect specific activity curriculum. Each 
item selected from the checklist was added and converted into a percentage to measure 
fidelity. For example, if staff was expected to cover five areas, but only covered one, then 
the total fidelity score for that activity would be 20%.  
Measuring quality. Quality identifies the techniques staff used to implement the 
curriculum and was measured by utilizing select items from the ACA’s Camp Program 
Quality Assessment Short Form Checklist (American Camp Association, 2013). The 
American Camp Association (ACA) developed a Camp Program Quality Assessment 
Short Form Checklist that identifies best practices and allows for observers or facilitators 
to select which items occurred during the activity or program as a means to measure 
quality. The checklist has eight categories (i.e. staff friendliness, emotional safety, 
support for belonging, high expectations and good challenge, active and cooperative 
learning, camper voice, planning and reflection, and an optional nature category) with 
each category having a description of items that should be included in the program 
(American Camp Association, 2013).  
Items were selected based on applicability for this camp and their ability to be 
completed in a timely manner due to the additional components of the DI Log. The 
quality items remained the same for each DI Log regardless of the activity. The quality 
items selected for the DI Logs evaluated the staff implementing the activity by assessing 
if they used a warm tone of voice, generally smiled and made eye contact, were actively 
involved with campers, addressed incidents when campers were made fun of, showed 
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respect for all campers, encouraged campers to try new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance, if campers were challenged by the activity, if there was sufficient time for 
the activity, and if the activity ended more than 10 minutes early. DIs were asked to 
select ‘yes’, ‘no’, or ‘not applicable’ for each item, indicating which techniques were or 
were not utilized during activities. Not applicable was only relevant for certain questions, 
such as ending 10 minutes early as some activities were drop-in, or regarding the item 
about staff addressing incidents; if no incidents occurred there was nothing for staff to 
address. The quality items were totaled to determine frequency of use throughout the 
week.  
 Measuring adaptations. Adaptations are expected to occur and are often 
necessary, it is important to understand the degree to which program curriculum is being 
modified. These adaptations may be a result of camper skills or attitudes, weather, 
equipment, or various other reasons. To identify adaptations made to deliver the content, 
DIs were provided space to respond to the open-ended question: Please explain any 
modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to accommodate camper 
learning and engagement during this activity. 
Measuring engagement. Lastly, participant responsiveness is considered the 
most important component in achieving desired outcomes in recreation programs 
(Morgan, Sibthorp, & Browne, 2016). DIs were asked to rate camper engagement at the 
end of each activity. The engagement level question was adapted from a component of 
Morgan et al. (2016) measure that required staff to evaluate the participation level of 
youth. The engagement was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Completely 
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Disengaged; 5= Completely Engaged). Mean scores were calculated to identify the 
average engagement level of each activity and for the overall week.  
 A modified DI Log was provided for DIs to evaluate the traditional camp 
activities as these do not necessarily have a specified curriculum to follow, but still 
provide important insight into understanding the influence of camp. The modified version 
of the DI Log included the same quality checklist, open-ended question for adaptations, 
and engagement scale as the full DI Logs.  
Camper satisfaction. A researcher developed satisfaction question asked 
campers: Overall, how satisfied were you with your camp experience? The question was 
part of a larger Qualtrics survey administered via iPad the last day of camp to all campers 
who assented to be part of the study. The single question used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = 
extremely dissatisfied, 5 = extremely satisfied).  
Data Collection  
 DIs received training from the researcher on the purpose of the study and the 
evaluation tool during their Sunday training prior to campers arriving. Each platoon was 
given a set of DI Logs, and either DI could complete the evaluation for each activity. The 
DIs had the opportunity to view their Sunday evaluation logs while the researcher 
explained how to complete the different sections of the log. For instance, DIs were given 
examples as to how to determine engagement (i.e. attentive, enthusiastic, actively 
responding to staff) and examples as to how to measure the platoon’s engagement level 
based on the percentage of campers involved in the activity (i.e. 5= 90% or more campers 
engaged; 4= 80% camper engaged; 3=70% campers engaged; 2= 50% campers are 
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engaged; 1= less than 50% engagement). The percentages were established by the 
researcher as a way for DIs to quantifiably identify engagement since they may have had 
some campers completely engaged while others were disengaged from the activity. Each 
platoon was provided a folder to secure the logs for the day. The completed DI Logs were 
collected each morning by the researcher. This allowed for the researcher to address any 
questions the DIs had about the logs. The DIs were provided new logs that covered their 
scheduled activities for each day when the previous day logs were collected. The camper 
satisfaction question was included at the end of a post-camp survey related to the larger 
research study, and was administered on the final day of camp via iPad.  
Results 
Over the course of the six-day camp, 185 DI Logs were completed (one for each 
activity, per platoon). The following explains the results for each of the measures (i.e. 
fidelity, quality, adaptations, and participant responsiveness). 
Fidelity of Camp Curriculum 
The combined fidelity for all the activities at camp was 72%. Based on previous 
research this appears to be a realistic and acceptable fidelity score as it is between the 60-
80% range that has been associated with positive outcomes (Berkel et al., 2011; Durlak & 
DuPre, 2008). Individual activity fidelity scores were also calculated and are included in 
Table 1.  
Table 1  
Average fidelity scores for camp activities 
Activity Average Score 
Resilience Training 82% 
Drill and Ceremony 74% 
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Red Cross Training 71% 
Platoon Discussions 68% 
Low Ropes Course 51% 
 
The drill and ceremony score was expected to be low as the DIs were given complete 
freedom when it came to how they wanted to introduce and practice these items, which 
resulted in a lower fidelity score. Most platoons reported covering a small number of drill 
and ceremony items the first day and each day gradually added more, tailoring their 
practices to meet their platoon’s experience level. By the end of the week every platoon 
had a fidelity score of 100%. Initially, platoon discussions were suggested to be a new 
component of the camp where DIs could lead the platoon in a discussion on the Army 
values, recap of the day, identifying the good things that happened, setting individual 
and/or platoon goals for the next day. DI Logs were created with items covering the 
above mentioned topics; however, the final camp schedule did not allot time for platoon 
discussions. Many DIs took it upon themselves to find times to have impromptu platoon 
discussions (i.e. between activities, at the trading post) and selected different items from 
the checklist to cover. The low ropes course was offered to the three oldest platoons. Two 
of the DI Logs provided comments related to the duration of the activity, which may help 
explain why the low ropes course had the lowest engagement score. One DI reported 
shortening the activity due to weather, and another needed to shorten the time due to the 
evening activity starting earlier than normal.  
Quality of Facilitators 
 The nine items selected from the ACA camp checklist to measure the quality of 
camp activities was totaled to determine the frequency of occurrence. Figure 2 illustrates 
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the qualities observed by the DIs throughout the week. Not applicable was selected by 
some DIs on the first day if they were the ones implementing the activity, such as during 
drill and ceremony, possibly due to them misunderstanding the initial instructions. This 
issue was addressed the following morning with DIs.  
 
Activity Adaptations 
 Camp staff were given a high level of freedom when it came to modifying the 
activity to meet the needs of the platoon. DIs provided explanations when they observed 
adaptations that they made or witnessed other staff making to accommodate camper 
learning and engagement during the activity. Morgan et al., (2016) identified three major 
themes when coding adaptations that could influence participant responsiveness and/or 
program outcomes: 1) dosage, 2) delivery, and 3) content. The same themes were utilized 
to code the comments made by the DIs and were then added to find the total times that 
type of comment was made. Table 2 provides an overview of the themes with DI 
examples and the number of times that adaptation was identified. 
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Table 2 
 Adaptations throughout the week of camp. 




Coded if the DI 
mentioned adjustments 
for time 




Coded if DI mentioned 
adjustments to the 
delivery 
One of the pet partners marched 
with our platoon with his dog. 
The campers loved it 
13 (28.9%) 
Content 
Coded if DI mentioned 
adjustments to content 
Activity added morning of to fill 
"platoon time" which was from 
breakfast to lunch. 
11 (24.4%) 
Engagement 
The average overall engagement level of the campers was a 4.54 using a 5-point 
Likert scale. Many activities were scored as a five out of five for camper engagement. 
The activity with the lowest average engagement level was the Red Cross class (3.80). 
All the water activities, rifles, archery, and the low ropes course had the highest average 
engagement level (5.0). Table 3 identifies the average engagement level for each activity. 
Table 3 
Engagement scores for camp activities. 
Activity Mean 
Red Cross Class 3.80 
Resilience Training 4.00 
Shotguns 4.00 
Platoon Discussions 4.13 
Drill & Ceremony 4.16 
Pet Partners 4.48 
Ice Breakers 4.57 
Evening Activity 4.85 
Rappelling/Zipline 4.89 
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Low Ropes 5.00 
NOTE: All scored on a 5-point Likert scale 
 
Camper Satisfaction. The camper satisfaction question was completed by 83 
campers on the final day of camp. Average camper satisfaction for their overall camp 
experience was 4.30 (SD=1.00), with scores ranging from one to five.  
Discussion 
 The insight gathered from implementation evaluations can provide programmers 
with the information to make continuous improvements to their programs that can best 
serve their participants (Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). This camp had an 
acceptable fidelity score of 72%, facilitators scored high on the quality checklist, and 
overall camper engagement was high. The DIs also provided additional insight to 
challenges they faced and modifications they made to enhance platoon engagement in 
their comments in the adaptations section. 
 Examining the fidelity of the different activities provides the camp directors with 
useful information as to potential areas to address when designing future camps. The low 
ropes course was the only activity that was not considered in the acceptable range that 
results in positive outcomes. It is important to note that although the ropes course fidelity 
was 51%, the DIs rated their platoons as completely engaged and the staff as 
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demonstrating all the items from the quality checklist. The DIs commented in the 
adaptations section about having to adjust for an extended evening activity suggesting 
that the low ropes course session may benefit being moved to an earlier time or day as to 
not to conflict with evening activities. Ensuring campers have the time to cover the full 
curriculum may result in more positive camper experiences, as this appeared to be the 
most negative comment related to the activity, according to the DIs.  
 The Red Cross training was in the acceptable range for positive outcomes, but had 
the lowest engagement score. One DI provided an additional comment on the DI Log, 
suggesting that the class was too structured and little instruction was given to campers to 
complete their worksheets. Despite the fidelity score, the lack of camper engagement 
should raise concerns about its ability to promote positive outcomes within this camp.  
 The DIs comments regarding adaptations to activities demonstrated the freedom 
the DIs had to make changes they thought best for their platoons. Reoccurring comments 
about adaptations, such as ending early to change out of swimsuits or to get to the next 
activity, can be useful when designing camp schedules. Although, these adaptations did 
not appear to impact camper engagement it may be advantageous to review the schedule 
prior to future camps to determine the feasibility and impact of allowing for additional 
transition time between activities. A large portion of the platoon’s free time is spent 
practicing drill and ceremony and many DIs commented that it can be challenging to 
keep their platoon motivated. The DIs also provided the ways in which they adapted 
those practice sessions, such as using small competitions, breaking the platoon into 
smaller groups for more individualized training, and plenty of water breaks. The camp 
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should continue to allow DIs the freedom to adapt the drill and ceremony training as they 
see fit, as each DI has a unique way of practicing based on the skills and experience level 
of their platoon.  
High facilitator qualities are associated with increased participant engagement, 
fidelity and ultimately with positive program outcomes (Collins et al., 2012; Durlak & 
DuPre, 2008). The DI Logs revealed extremely high quality ratings for the staff 
implementing activities at this camp. To further understand the influence staff may have 
on program outcomes, future studies may consider additional questions related to staff 
and participant engagement. For example, include a question to identify engagement 
based on the activity itself and participant engagement with staff.  
The DIs’ perspective of camper engagement provides camp directors a broader 
perspective of each activity that may need to be further evaluated or modified to increase 
engagement levels. The classroom type activities (i.e., Red Cross and Resilience training) 
had the lowest engagement level. Finding ways to make these trainings more interactive 
may result in higher engagement levels and increase opportunity for greater outcomes. 
One recommendation would be to find ways to incorporate the elements of the resilience 
training into other camp activities that could serve to both reinforce the topics and 
provide a more interactive and integrated learning environment; for example, utilizing the 
low ropes course or other team-building type activities as a means to discuss the different 
topics addressed in the resilience training.  
Campers reported an overall satisfaction with their camp experience. This appears 
consistent with the perceptions of the DIs that campers were highly engaged during the 
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week of camp. It is important to note that no matter how well-developed the curriculum is 
or the competency and support of the program staff, if youth do not value the program 
then positive youth development is less likely to occur (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  
Limitations and Future Research Directions 
While this study attempted to effectively evaluate the camp curriculum there were 
some notable limitations. This study focused on the curriculum of the Tennessee National 
Guard youth camp. As a result, the information gathered can only be used to evaluate this 
specific program. Likewise, the fidelity component on the DI Log was specific to this 
camp, but the quality, adaptations, and engagement are not program specific. The DI Log 
can easily be modified to evaluate similar youth programs by adding curricular elements 
specific to those programs.  
Observations and evaluations of all components of camp in this study were 
limited to the DIs’ perspective and, thus, are considered self-reported. Many of the camp 
activities were staffed by the host camp (i.e., Boy Scouts of America), many who arrived 
in time for the start of the first activity and some rotated throughout the week, making it 
difficult to have the actual activity staff evaluate the program, as there was little time to 
train these individuals. Having the addition of their observations to the activities they 
staff alongside the DIs observations would allow for greater insight into how the 
curriculum was implemented. Furthermore, a more objective evaluation could be 
obtained by having an external evaluator conduct observations of fidelity, quality, 
adaptations, and engagement of all camp activities, rather than relying on self-report 
information. Of course, this would necessitate using someone who is familiar with the 
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camp and military tradition to be able to accurately gauge what was going on during the 
activities.  
Depending on the structure of the camp, attendance may not be a strong indicator 
for responsiveness at camps unless campers are given the opportunity to select which 
activities to attend. Being actively engaged in the camp activity and satisfied with their 
experience may be the main contributing factors to determining participant engagement. 
Future studies should consider having campers answer one or two questions about 
satisfaction following each activity and then again a culminating question about their 
overall experience. This would allow programs to identify trends of how certain 
curriculum or even certain staff are linked to varying satisfaction levels. Despite the 
limitations, the more information gathered through implementation evaluations will allow 
for programmers to determine appropriateness and effectiveness in camp curriculum, 
which is necessary to provide evidence-based camps to military youth (Arnold & 
Silliman, 2017; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016).    
Conclusion 
Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2016) suggest that youth development research has 
entered a new phase moving beyond theory and application into program design and 
evaluation. They posit that focusing on details related to development and 
implementation is needed to merge theory and application to practice. Programs often 
design their curriculum to meet goals or reach specific outcomes (Collins et al., 2012; 
Mainieri, 2013). Many studies focus on the outcomes of camp participation, however, the 
connection between curriculum and outcomes is still largely unknown, particularly in 
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youth camp programming (Garst et al., 2011; Mainieri, 2013; Sorenson, 2018). Not 
understanding or disregarding the link between programming decisions and outcomes 
perpetuates the problem of not intentionally designing curriculum to achieve the desired 
outcomes. Implementation evaluation allows for military youth camps to explore the 
mechanisms of change to determine what elements of their curriculum are leading to the 
desired outcomes. Identifying the mechanism for change in youth programming will 
allow researchers and programmers to understand if the entire program is responsible for 
change, only certain components, or if there are external factors influencing the 
participants. This information can prove invaluable as camp directors make the decision 
to intentionally design and implement camps, which can result in the greatest benefits and 
outcomes for campers, and this is especially important for the future of military youth 
camp research (Burns et al., 2011; Mainieri, 2013). Evaluation research of camps 
incorporating military culture into the curriculum is vital to the future of these programs, 
as these elements and the youth attending these camps are not evaluated or studied in the 
traditional camp research. Thus, implementation evaluations can serve as a tool to offer 






 Resilience, one’s ability to bounce back and grow from adversity, has become a 
government directive for the military, and a top priority of many programs. Summer 
camp participation has been associated with positive outcomes in military youth, such as 
increased independence, social skills and friendships, coping skills, and self-efficacy. 
Some of these camps are designed specifically for military youth incorporating elements 
of military culture or curriculum designed to cope with the stress of military life 
(Griffiths & Townsend, 2018). Resilience is an essential skill to handle the stressors of 
having a parent in the military (Meredith et al., 2011; Milburn & Lightfoot, 2013; Park, 
2011). Yet, none have quantifiably measured resilience in military youth, and camps 
evaluating their curriculum are minimal. Both of these are necessary steps in order to 
meet the unique needs of military youth and provide evidence-based practice. The 
purpose of this study was to understand the influence of participation in the Tennessee 
National Guard YDW on resilience in military youth. The study aimed to address the 
following research questions: 1) How does participation in Tennessee’s National Guard 
Youth Development Week influence the six core competencies of resilience in campers?; 
2) How does participation in a military camp influence camper’s and parents’ perceptions 
of camper’s resilience and positive youth development?; and 3) To what extent was the 
Tennessee’s National Guard YDW camp curriculum effectively implemented? 
 This study was grounded in resilience theory and PYD. Resilience theory serves 
as a practical framework for studies involving military youth as it recognizes that 
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individuals perceive, react, and adapt to adversity differently, as influenced by 
environmental and personal factors (Ferrari & Dybdahl, 2016; Richardson, 2002; 
Richardson et al., 1990). Utilizing a framework like PYD may provide camp directors 
with guidance to be more intentional during camp planning and implementation and thus 
increase opportunities for PYD and resilience to occur (Benson et al., 2004; R. M. 
Lerner, Almerigi, et al., 2005). The Integrated Theoretical Model of Program 
Implementation was used to guide the program evaluation part of this study (Berkel et al., 
2011). Implementation evaluations could prove advantageous in understanding how 
design and implementation can influence youth development and outcomes at camps 
implementing resilience related curriculum. 
Summary of Major Findings 
 Research question one. This study examined camper outcomes following a 
summer camp implementing the Army’s Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness 
(CSF2) program for teens. Data were collected from camper surveys administered pre, 
post, and 12-weeks after camp. Campers completed assessment tools to measure 
resilience, self-awareness, optimism, mental agility, connections, character, and self-
regulation. The growth curve analysis and repeated measures ANOVA indicated self-
regulation had a statistically significant decrease over the three data collection points 
(pre, post, and 12-weeks post camp). Although, the analyses did not reveal significant 
differences among resilience and the remaining core competencies, the results provide 
greater insight into this camp and direction for future studies. Recommendations included 
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developing a standardized tool to measure outcomes related to CSF2 and additional 
research on resilience levels of military youth, within and outside of the camp setting. 
Research question two. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews 
with campers on the final day of camp and with parents 1-3 months after camp to 
understand perceptions related to camp. A hybrid thematic analysis using deductive and 
inductive coding revealed common themes across camper and parent interviews. The 
deductive analyses identified resilience and PYD as themes, both of which were extended 
during inductive coding. The inductive thematic analyses revealed three additional 
themes: military lifestyle, sense of belonging, and supportive staff. The themes 
highlighted examples of campers demonstrating resilience and how the incorporation of 
military culture and traditions included elements of PYD outcomes and program features. 
Many parents shared experiences of their child having developed or refined a skill at 
camp and having applied it in their daily life, at home, school, or extracurricular 
activities. Recommendations for future research and implications for practice included 
intentionally utilizing PYD as a framework to guide program design and implementation. 
Research question three. This study sought to understand how the camp 
curriculum was implemented by using an adapted evaluation log that allowed staff to 
evaluate each activity in four areas: fidelity, quality, adaptations, and participant 
engagement. Data were collected from 185 Drill Instructor Logs and revealed this camp 
had an acceptable fidelity score of 72%, facilitators scored high on the quality checklist, 
and overall camper engagement was high. Staff provided additional insight to challenges 
they faced and modifications they made to enhance platoon engagement. 
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Recommendations for this camp and future studies include continued examination of 
implementation of curriculum and participant engagement on outcomes. 
Limitations 
The use of a convenience sample limited the results of the study to the military 
youth attending this camp, and cannot be used to draw conclusions regarding all military 
youth in Tennessee, or military youth in general. While the implementation evaluation 
was designed to be a comprehensive evaluation of the curriculum, there were some 
notable limitations. For instance, the camp directors viewed the primary investigator as a 
consultant at times and wanted input on programming decisions, this may have led to 
changes in the curriculum delivery, thus effecting outcomes of the evaluation. Also, 
having the DIs complete the evaluation logs was most feasible for the current study, but 
potential biases regarding the camp may have influenced their evaluation responses. 
Future studies should consider having activity staff evaluate their assigned activity as 
their perspectives may differ from the DI responses, particularly the platoon’s 
engagement and adaptations made.  
The younger ages of the campers participating in the study may have also 
influenced the results. Unfortunately, instruments measuring the desired outcomes were 
not available for the ages represented in this study, so at times campers needed words like 
coping and humorous explained to them. The length of the survey may also have 
influenced camper responses. The nature of the study required multiple measures to be 
included in the survey, and younger campers needed substantially more time to complete 
it and often needed prompting to stay on task.  
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As expected, reconnecting with campers and parents after camp proved difficult. 
The 12-week survey response rate was greater than needed, but still less than ideal. 
Desiring to gather parent perceptions about the changes they have seen in their child 
since camp required the interviews to be conducted a few weeks after camp by research 
assistants. However, this led to a smaller than desired sample of parents due to difficulties 
reaching parents and a recorder being lost that contained three additional parent 
interviews. The potential for biases existed as the primary investigator was currently 
serving in the TN National Guard, had volunteered as a drill instructor at camp the 
previous year, and was asked to fill-in as a drill instructor during this camp when not 
fulfilling research related tasks. Although eliminating all biases is impossible, the 
primary investigator instituted control measures to minimize the influence of biases, such 
as research assistants conducting interviews, an external peer review, and member 
checking.  
Contributions and Practical Implications 
Despite the limitations of this study, the research findings provide relevant 
information for programs serving military youth, particularly in the camp setting. This 
study expands the existing body of youth camp research by quantitatively measuring 
resilience and the core competencies in military youth. Resilience scores for military 
youth do not exist, so this study can serve as a possible baseline for future studies 
measuring resilience among military youth. Campers’ inability to retain the information 
taught in the resilience training and Red Cross workshop is discouraging, and future 
studies should attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum material and how it 
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is implemented, as well as, research longitudinal outcomes of military youth camps, as 
many parents described how their child transferred camps skills to their home life. Camp 
offered a variety of activities that allowed campers to face fears and overcome personal 
challenges, which was the highlight of many campers’ week. The inherent challenges of 
camp activities could serve as a spring board to reinforce resilience related curriculum. 
Camps intending to incorporate resilience curriculum into their programs should consider 
teaching basic concepts/terms or conduct the training sessions on the first day of camp to 
establish a foundation to build upon throughout the week. Then award campers a small 
token or badge when they demonstrate a concept from the curriculum, such as resilience 
and the six core competencies, which could increase the potential for retention of 
information taught. Small group discussions in the evenings that include skills taught in 
the CSF2 curriculum and goal setting could help campers relate resilience–related skills 
to everyday life. 
Military culture encourages teamwork, accountability, and respect, among other 
positive behaviors, and as this seems to have had a positive impact on many campers at 
this camp, it would be beneficial to examine the influence of these elements in future 
studies. Staffing camp with volunteers that have firsthand experience of the challenges of 
military life can foster a supportive camp environment where every camper, whether their 
parent is at home or deployed, feels welcome and valued. This camp is the only military 
support program many TN National Guard youth attend. It also reaches the greatest 
number of TN military youth at one time, suggesting time and money spent on this 
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program has the potential to make the greatest impact in the lives of military youth across 
the state. 
Summary  
Overall, the participants in this study regarded camp as a positive experience. 
Campers and parents held a relatively common set of views surrounding camp; 
specifically that camp provided military youth the opportunity to develop a sense of 
belonging and friendships with other military youth. Every parent agreed that the camp 
was a wonderful benefit of serving in the TN National Guard and thought the camp 
provided for their child’s needs, physically and emotionally. Continued research of 
military camps is vital to the future of these programs, as the CSF2 curriculum, inclusion 
of military culture and tradition, and the needs of military youth attending these camps 
are not evaluated or studied in the traditional camp research. Identifying the mechanism 
for change in military youth camps will allow stakeholders to understand if the entire 
program is responsible for change, only certain components, or if there are external 
factors influencing participant outcomes. This information can prove invaluable as camp 
directors make the decision to intentionally design and implement camps, which can 
result in the greatest benefits and outcomes for campers. Camp-focused research provides 
the necessary evidence to support program administrators’ efforts to develop quality 
programming, allowing future generations of military children the opportunity to 
experience the benefits and adventures of camp. 
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Parent Consent/Permission Form 
Clemson University 
IRB Number: IRB2018-249 
Description of the Study and Your Part in It 
Dr. Jasmine Townsend and Haley Griffiths are inviting your family to take part in a 
research study. Dr. Townsend is a professor at Clemson University. Haley Griffiths is a 
doctoral student at Clemson University, running the study with the help of Dr. Townsend. 
The purpose of this research is to better understand the influence camp has on resiliency 
in military children.  
Your part in the study will be to complete the survey and an optional follow-up interview 
approximately 2-weeks after camp. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete and 
the interview will take about 20 to 40 minutes.  
Your child’s part in this study will be to complete a survey on an iPad that will take 
approximately 25 minutes on the first day of camp. On the last day of camp, your child 
will be asked to take the same survey. Your child will be asked to take the same survey at 
home 12-weeks after camp. To take the survey for the third time, you or your child will 
receive an email with a link. If you have more than one child attending camp, you can 
select for each one to participate or for only certain ones to participate in this study.  
Each child will have the opportunity to sign up for an optional 20-30 minute follow-up 
interview that will occur during the last two days at camp.  
The interviews will be audio recorded. Audio recordings will be deleted once they have 
been transcribed. Personal information in transcriptions will be removed and replaced 
with an identification number and/or letter.  
Risks and Discomforts  
We do not know of any risks or discomforts to your family in this research study. 
Possible Benefits  
We do not know of any way you will benefit directly from taking part in this study. 
However, this research will help us understand how to better serve military children. This 




Children who complete all 3 surveys will have their name entered into a drawing for one 
$50 Amazon gift card. The drawing will be held November 1st, 2018. We will contact the 
winning child by phone to inform them their gift card will be sent via e-mail.  
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality 
If your family choose to participate in this study, the personal information you provide 
(e.g., name, e-mail, telephone number) will be kept confidential. Personal information 
will be kept in order to contact you via email for a possible follow-up interview and to 
link your child’s survey. The results of this study may be published in scientific journals, 
professional publications, or educational presentations; however, no individual 
participant will be identified. All personal information will be destroyed one year after 
the study is complete. (NDP: include if findings will be shared and if de-identified data 
will be used in future studies) 
We might be required to share the information we collect from your family with the 
Clemson University Office of Research Compliance and the federal Office for Human 
Research Protections. If this happens, the information would only be used to find out if 
we ran this study properly and protected your family’s rights in the study. 
Choosing to Be in the Study  
Your family may choose not to take part and may choose to stop taking part at any time. 
Your family will not be punished in any way if you decide not to be in the study or to 
stop taking part in the study. Even if you agree to be in the study, your child will still be 
asked and has the opportunity to decide if he/she would like to participate. Your 
child(ren)’s participation in camp will not be affected by any decision your family makes 
about taking part in the study.  
If your family chooses to stop taking part in this study, the information already provided 
will be used in a confidential manner.  
Contact Information  
If you have any questions or concerns about your family’s rights in this research study, 
please contact the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 866-
297-3071 or irb@clemson.edu. The Clemson IRB will not be able to answer some study-
specific questions. However, you may contact the Clemson IRB if the research staff
cannot be reached or if you wish to speak with someone other than the research staff.
If you have any study related questions or if any problems arise, please contact Haley 
Griffiths at Clemson University at 615-202-3381.  
Consent and Permission 
By participating in this study, you indicate that you have read the information written 
above, are at least 18 years of age, been allowed to ask any questions, are voluntarily 
choosing to take part in this research, and giving permission for your child(ren) to be 
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invited to participate in the study. Your family does not give up any legal rights by taking 
part in this research study. Do you agree to participate and give permission for your 
child(ren) to be in this study? 
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Appendix B 
Youth Assent Form 
Clemson University 
IRB Number: IRB2018-249 
Assent to Be in a Research Study 
Understanding the Influence of Resilience-based Curriculum 
at a Camp for Military Youth 
You are being invited to be in a research study by You are being invited to be in a 
research study by Haley Griffiths, a Doctoral Candidate from Clemson University’s Park, 
Recreation, and Tourism Management department. 
Why are we conducting this research? 
To identify the impact camp has on military children and to evaluate camp in order to 
make improvements for the future. 
What will I have to do? 
On the first day of camp, you will complete a survey on an iPad that will take 
approximately 25 minutes. On the last day of camp, you will be asked to take the same 
survey. You will be asked to take the same survey at home 12-weeks after camp. To take 
the survey for the third time, you will receive an email with a link. I may also ask you to 
take part in an interview on the last two days of camp.  
Are there any potential harms or risks if I take part in the research? 
There are no harms or risks associated with taking part in this study. Your responses will 
be confidential and your personal information (name, e-mail, etc.) will be deleted one 
year after the study is complete.  
Are there any benefits if I take part in the research?  
We do not know of any way you would benefit directly from taking part in this 
study. However, this research will help us understand how to improve camp.  
Incentive 
Children who complete all 3 surveys will have their name entered into a drawing for one 
$50 Amazon gift card. The drawing will be held November 1st, 2018. We will contact the 
winning child by phone to inform them their gift card will be sent via e-mail. 
Do I have to take part in the research? 
Participation in this study is voluntary and you may stop at any time. Your decision to 
continue or stop participating will not impact your camp experience.  
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What if I have questions? 
You can ask questions at any time during the research. You can call Haley Griffiths at 
(615) 202-3381 if you have questions. 
 
 
By being in this study, you are saying that you were given a copy of this form, have read 






















Demographic Questionnaire: Parents 
 Dr. Jasmine Townsend and Haley Griffiths are inviting you to take part in a 
research study.  Dr. Townsend is a professor at Clemson University. Haley Griffiths is a 
student at Clemson University, running the study with the help of Dr. Townsend. The 
purpose of this research is to better understand the influence camp has on resiliency in 
military children.     
Your part in the study will be to complete the survey and possibly a follow-up 
interview. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete and the interview will take 
about 20 to 40 minutes.    
Your child’s part in this study will be to complete a survey on an iPad that will take 
approximately 25 minutes on the first day of camp. On the last day of camp, your child 
will be asked to take the same survey. Your child will be asked to take the same survey at 
home 12-weeks after camp. To take the survey for the third time, you or your child will 
receive an email with a link. It will take your child about 75 minutes total to take part in 
this study. If you have more than one child attending camp, you can select for each one to 
participate or for only certain ones to participate in this study. 
Risks and Discomforts: We do not know of any risks or discomforts to your child 
in this research study.  
Possible Benefits: We do not know of any way your child will benefit directly 
from taking part in this study. However, this research will help us understand how to 
better serve military children. This information may help to develop more effective 
services and programs for military children.    
Incentives: Children who complete all 3 surveys will have their name entered into 
a drawing for one $50 Amazon gift card. The drawing will be held November 1st, 2018. 
We will contact the winning child by phone to inform them their gift card will be sent via 
e-mail. 
Protection of Privacy and Confidentiality: We will do everything we can to 
protect your child’s privacy and confidentiality. If you choose to allow your child 
participate in this study, the personal information your child provides (e.g., name, e-mail, 
telephone number) when he/she indicates his/her interest in the study will be kept 
confidential. Personal information will be kept in order to contact your child via email to 
complete the final survey 12-weeks after camp. 
Choosing to Be in the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your child 
does not have to be in this research study. You do not have to let your child be in the 
study. You may tell us at any time that you do not want your child to be in the study 
anymore. Your child will not be punished in any way if you decide not to let your child 
be in the study or if you stop your child from continuing in the study. Your child’s camp 
experience will not be affected by any decision you make about this study. If you choose 
to have your child stop taking part in this study, the information your child has already 
provided will be used in a confidential manner. 
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We will also ask your child if they want to take part in this study. Your child will 
be able to refuse to take part or to quit being in the study at any time. If your child stops 
participation in this study, the information he/she has already provided will be used in a 
confidential manner. 
Contact Information: If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if 
any problems arise, please contact Haley Griffiths at Clemson University at 615-202-
3381. 
If you have any questions or concerns about your child’s rights in this research 
study, please contact the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 
864-656-0636 or irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the Upstate South Carolina area,
please use the ORC’s toll-free number, 866-297-3071.
Q1 Do you agree to allow your child to participate in this study? 
o Yes (1)
o No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
Q2 We would greatly like to talk with you about your child’s experiences with camp and 
resilience. The information you share will help inform the study with the intent of 
changing camp to meet the needs of military children. If you are willing to participate in 
a follow-up interview, please provide your name, telephone number, and e-mail. We will 
contact you in August to set-up an interview if you are selected. THANK YOU for your 
participation in this study! 
Name (4) 
Telephone number (5) 
E-mail (6)
The following questions will ask some basic information about your family. There are no 
right or wrong answers to these questions, so there is nothing that you can say that will be 
wrong. 
Q3 Please indicate if both parents/guardians are currently serving in the TN National 
Guard? 




Q4 What is your relationship to the service member in the TN National Guard?  
o Self (4) 
o Spouse (3) 
o Significant other (2) 
o We are both serving in the TN National Guard (1) 
 
Q5 What is the current status of the service member? 
o M-day (1 weekend a month and two weeks a year) (5) 
o Currently at a military school (5) 
o Works full-time for the National Guard (AGR) (3) 
o Pre-mob for upcoming deployment (2) 
o Deployed (1) 
o Don't know (77) 
 
Q6 Is the service member an officer/warrant officer or enlisted? 
o Officer/warrant officer (2) 
o Enlisted (1) 
 
Q7 How many times has the service member been deployed to combat? 
o 4 or more (6) 
o 3 (4) 
o 2 (3) 
o 1 (2) 
o Never deployed (1) 
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Q8 Dual military parents: What is your current military status? 
o M-day (1 weekend a month and two weeks a year) (5)
o Currently at a military school (5)
o Works full-time for the National Guard (AGR) (3)
o Pre-mob for upcoming deployment (2)
o Deployed (1)
o Don't know (77)
Q9 Dual military parents: What is your spouse/significant other’s current military status? 
o Traditional Guardsman (1 weekend a month and 2 weeks a year) (5)
o Currently at a military school (5)
o Works full-time for the National Guard (AGR) (3)
o Currently on active duty orders unrelated to a deployment
o Pre-mob for upcoming deployment (2)
o Deployed (1)
o Don't know (77)
Q10 Dual military parents: Are you an officer/warrant officer or enlisted? 
o Officer/warrant officer (2)
o Enlisted (1)
Q11 Dual military parents: Is your spouse/significant other an officer/warrant officer or 
enlisted? 
o Officer/warrant officer (2)
o Enlisted (1)
Q12 Dual military parents: How many times have you been deployed to combat? Do not 
count deployments you are currently on. 




o Never deployed (1)
Q13 Dual military parents: How many times has your spouse/significant other been 
deployed to combat? Do not count deployments you are currently on. 
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o Never deployed (1)
Q14 How many children do you have attending camp this year? 




Q15 Child specific: What is your child’s first and last name? 
o _____________________
Q16 Child specific: How many times has this child attend YDW/camp? 
o 6 or more years (5)
o 3-5 times (4)
o 2 times (3)
o 1 time before (2)
o This will be there first time (1)




o Not aware CYP offered additional programs (1)




Q19 Child specific: Has this child ever received therapeutic services or treatment? Note: 
Your response does not impact your child’s eligibility to attend camp. 
o No (2)
o Yes (1)
Q20 Are you or your spouse/significant other planning on volunteering at YDW this 
year? Select all that applies. 
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□ No (4) 
□ We will both be volunteers (3) 
□ Yes, I will be volunteering (2) 
□ Yes, my spouse/significant other will be volunteering (1) 
□ Have not decided (77) 
 
Q21 Would you give permission for Haley Griffiths to possibly interview you child(ren) 
about their camp experience? The up to 20-40 minutes interview will occur on the last 
day of camp and be audio-recorded. Your child’s responses and recordings will be 
confidential and used to help us see where camp is excelling and the areas we need to 
improve. If you say yes, your child will not be forced to participate in the interview and 
can say no or stop the interview at any time. 
o No, (2) 


















Demographic Questionnaire: Campers 
You are being invited to be in a research study by Haley Griffiths, a Doctoral 
Candidate from Clemson University’s Park, Recreation, and Tourism Management 
department. 
Why are we conducting this research? To identify the impact camp has on 
military children and to evaluate camp in order to make improvements for the future. 
What will I have to do? On the first day of camp, you will complete a survey on 
an iPad that will take approximately 20 minutes. On the last day of camp, you will be 
asked to take the same survey. You will be asked to take the same survey at home 12-
weeks after camp. To take the survey for the third time, you will receive an email with a 
link. Overall results from the study may possibly be shared with your parents.  
Are there any potential harms or risks if I take part in the research? There are no 
harms or risks associated with taking part in this study. Your responses will be 
confidential and no one outside the research team will know you are involved in the 
study. 
Are there any benefits if I take part in the research?  We do not know of any way 
you would benefit directly from taking part in this study. However, this research will help 
us understand how to improve camp.  
Do I have to take part in the research? Participation in this study is voluntary and 
you may stop at any time. Your decision to continue or stop participating will not impact 
your camp experience.  
What if I have questions? You can ask questions at any time during the research. 
You can call Haley Griffiths at (615) 202-3381 if you have questions.  
If you have any questions or concerns about your rights in this research study, 
please contact the Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 864-
656-0636 or irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the Upstate South Carolina area,
please use the ORC’s toll-free number, 866-297-3071.
Q1 Do you agree to allow to participate in this study? 
o Yes (1)
o No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
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Q2 Please provide some basic contact information so we may reach you in October to 
take the survey again. We will not share your contact information with anyone outside of 
this study THANK YOU for your participation in this study! 
Name (4) 
Telephone number (5) 
E-mail (6) 
Q3 Age 7 [dropdown option] 
 
Q4 What is your gender? 
o Male (2) 
o Female (1) 
 
Q5 Platoon Alpha [dropdown option] 
 
Q6 What is your role at camp? 
o I am a camper (2) 
o I am a JC (1) 
 
Q7 Would you give permission for Haley Griffiths to possibly interview you about your 
camp experience? The 20-30 minute interview will occur on the last day of camp and be 
audio-recorded. Your responses and recordings will be confidential and used to help us 
see how we can make camp even better. If you say yes, you can stop the interview at any 
time. 
o No (2) 












Life Event Checklist 
Pre-Camp Directions 
Think back over the last year. Select 'yes' for any events you have experienced 
since last August.    
12-weeks Post Camp Directions: 
Select 'yes' for any events you have experienced since camp.  
Yes No 
1. I changed Schools.
2. I moved to a new house.
3. I got in trouble at school.
4. My parents got a divorce.
5. A parent got remarried.
6. I got a new brother or sister.
7. There was a death in my family.
8. My parent(s) got deployed.
9. My parent(s) came home from deployment.




Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale 10 
For each item, choose the one that best indicates how much you agree with the following 
statements as they apply to you over the last month. If a particular situation has not occurred 













1. I am able to adapt when
changes occur.
2. I can deal with whatever comes
my way.
3. I try to see the humorous side
of things when I am faced with
problems.
4. Having to cope with stress can
make me stronger.
5. I tend to bounce back after
illness, injury, or other hardships.
6. I believe I can achieve my
goals, even if there are obstacles.
7. Under pressure I stay focused
and think clearly.
8. I am not easily discouraged by
failure.
9. I think of myself as a strong
person when dealing with life’s
challenges and difficulties.
10. I am able to handle unpleasant




Resilience Scale for Children and Adolescents 
Sense of Mastery 
Here is a list of things that happen to people and that people think, feel, or do. 
Read each sentence carefully, and circle the one answer (Never, Rarely, 
Sometimes, Often, or Almost Always) that tells about you best. THERE IS NO 
RIGHT OR WRING ANSWERS  
0 1 2 3 4 
1. Life is fair. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
2. I can make good things
happen.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
3. I can get things I need. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
4. I can control what
happens to me.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
5. I do things well. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
6. I am good at fixing
things.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
7. I am good at figuring
things out.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
8. I make good decisions. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
9. I can adjust when plans
change.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
10. I can get past
problems in my way.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
11. If I have a problem, I
can solve it.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
12. If I try hard, it makes
a difference.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
13. If at first I don't
succeed, I will keep on
trying.
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
14. I can think of more
than one way to solve a
problem.




15. I can learn from my 
mistakes. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
16. I can ask for help 
when I need to. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
17. I can let others help 
me when I need to. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
18. Good things will 
happen to me. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
19. My life will be happy. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
20. No matter what 
happens, things will be all 
right. 




Sense of Relatedness      
Here is a list of things that happen to people and that people think, feel, or do. 
Read each sentence carefully, and circle the one answer (Never, Rarely, 
Sometimes, Often, or Almost Always) that tells about you best. THERE IS NO 
RIGHT OR WRING ANSWERS  
 0 1 2 3 4 
1. I can meet new people 
easily. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
2. I can make friends 
easily. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
3. People like me. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
4. I feel calm with people. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
5. I have a good friend. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
6. I like people. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
7. I spend time with my 
friends. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
8. Other people treat me 
well. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
9. I can trust others. Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
10. I can let others see my 
real feelings. 




11. I can calmly tell 
others that I don't agree 
with them. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
12. I can make up with 
friends after a fight. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
13. I can forgive my 
parent(s) if they upset me. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
14. If people let me down, 
I can forgive them. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
15. I can depend on 
people to treat me fairly. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
16. I can depend on those 
closest to me to do the 
right thing. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
17. I can calmly tell a 
friend if he or she does 
something that hurts me. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
18. If something bad 
happens, I can ask my 
friends for help. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
19. If something bad 
happens, I can ask my 
parent(s) for help. 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 
20. There are people who 
love and care about me. 













Positive Youth Development-Short Form 
The following pairs of sentences are talking about two kinds of kids. We‘d like you to 
decide whether you are more like the kids on the left side, or you are more like the kids 
on the right side. Then we would like you to decide whether that is only sort of true for 
you or really true for you and mark your answer. 








































don‘t act the 








How important is each of the following to you in your life? 
Helping to make the 











Giving time and 
money to make life 












Doing what I believe 
is right even if my 












responsibility for my 
actions when I make a 











Think about the people who know you well. How do you think they would rate you 
on each of these? 
Knowing a lot about 
people of other races. 











Knowing a lot about 
people of other races. 













Emotion Regulation Questionnaire  
 
We would like to ask you some questions about your emotional life, in particular, how you 
control (that is, regulate and manage) your emotions. The questions below involve two 
distinct aspects of your emotional life. One is your emotional experience, or what you feel 
like inside. The other is your emotional expression, or how you show your emotions in the 
way you talk, gesture, or behave. Although some of the following questions may seem 
similar to one another, they differ in important ways. For each item, please answer using the 
following scale: 
         
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
strongly 
disagree 
    neutral     
strongly 
agree 
1. When I want to feel more 
positive emotion (such as joy or 
amusement), I change what I’m 
thinking about. 
o o o o o o o 
2. I keep my emotions to myself. o o o o o o o 
3. When I want to feel less 
negative emotion (such as sadness 
or anger), I change 
what I’m thinking about. 
o o o o o o o 
4. When I am feeling positive 
emotions, I am careful not to 
express them. 
o o o o o o o 
5. When I’m faced with a stressful 
situation, I make myself think 
about it in a way 
that helps me stay calm. 
o o o o o o o 
6. I control my emotions by not 
expressing them. o o o o o o o 
7. When I want to feel more 
positive emotion, I change the way 
I’m thinking about 
the situation. 
o o o o o o o 
8. I control my emotions by 
changing the way I think about the 
situation I’m in. 
o o o o o o o 
9. When I am feeling negative 
emotions, I make sure not to 
express them. 
o o o o o o o 
10. When I want to feel less 
negative emotion, I change the way 
I’m thinking aboutthe situation. 
o o o o o o o 
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Appendix J 
Interview Protocol: Parents of YDW Campers 
Obtain oral consent from participants to take part in, and audio-record the interview. 
Remind participants that their responses are confidential, and that this interview will last 
approximately 30-60 minutes.  
 
Time of Interview:  
Date of Interview:  
Interviewer:  
Parent Name:  
 
Question: Parent Response  
1. What is your relationship to 
_______ [name of child(ren) who 
attended camp] 
 
2. What is your relationship to the 
service member? 
 
a. Has the service members’ 






3. How has having a parent in the 
military impacted _________ 
[name of child(ren)]? 
 
a. Can you provide examples 
of the positive benefits? 
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b. Can you provide examples 
of the negative benefits? 
 
4. How would you describe 
_________ [name of child(ren)] 
resilience? 
 
a. Can you describe a 
situation where 
_________ [name of 
child(ren)] demonstrated 
resilience in the last 
month? 
 
b. What activities/techniques 
has_________ [name of 
child(ren)] participated in 
that has affected his/her 















5. How would you describe the 
impact camp has on _________ 
[name of child(ren)] 
 
a. Can you describe changes 
in _________’s [name of 
child(ren)] resilience since 
attending camp?  
 
b. Can you describe changes 
in _________’s [name of 
child(ren)] competence 
since attending camp?  
 
c. Can you describe changes 
in _________’s [name of 
child(ren)] confidence 
since attending camp?  
 
d. Can you describe changes 
in _________’s [name of 
child(ren)] relationships 
since attending camp?  
 
e. Can you describe changes 
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in _________’s [name of 
child(ren)] optimism since 
attending camp?  
f. Can you describe changes




6. Do you have suggestions for how
camp can increase _________’s
[name of child(ren)] resilience?
7. If applicable: The initial survey
indicated _________ [name of
child(ren)] has participated in TN
Guard Child and Youth Programs
other than camp. Can you
elaborate on which programs
he/she has attended?
a. What has _________
[name of child(ren)]
gained from participating
in the different programs?
b. What event did _________
[name of child(ren)] seem
to enjoy the most?
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8. If applicable: The initial camp
survey indicated _________ [name
of child(ren)] has participated in
military-focused programs other
than those offered by the TN
Guard?
a. Can you elaborate on what
programs _________
[name of child(ren)] has
attended?
b. Did any of these programs
allow children to attend? If
so, which ones?
9. Did you attend camp this year as a




Interview Protocol: YDW Campers 
Obtain oral assent from participants to take part in, and audio-record the interview. 
Remind participants that their responses are confidential, and that this interview will last 
approximately 20-30 minutes.  
Time of Interview: 
Date of Interview:  
Camper Name:  
Camper Platoon: 
Question: Camper Response 
1. Tell me about your week at
camp?
a. Are there certain
activities you enjoy
doing at camp?
b. Are there any activities
you do not enjoy or think
are boring?
2. What did you learn this year at
camp?
a. What did you learn about
yourself at camp?
b. What did you learn about
the military at camp?
c. What did you learn from
Hunt the Good Stuff?
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3. What did you learn about 
resilience in the training with 
Natalie and Caitlin? 
 
4. What did you learn about 
resilience from the Red Cross 
workshops? 
 
5. What was the greatest challenge 
you faced at camp? 
 
a. How did you overcome 
this challenge? 
 
b. How did it make you feel 
to overcome this 
challenge? 
 
c. How do you think this 
will help you overcome 




6. Why do you think living by the 
Army Values is important? 
 
a. Can you explain a time 
you used one of the 





7. How does it make you feel being 
at camp with other kids who have 







8. What does camp mean to you? 
 
a. What activity meant the 
most to you? 
 
b. What is your favorite 
























Drill Instructor Staff Training Agenda 
     Time Training Activity       Location 
Saturday, 21 July 2018 
1530-1600 DI arrival/check-in Stahlman 
1600-1630 Icebreakers Stahlman 
1630-1700 Camp rules and policies Stahlman 
1700-1730 Camp tour for new DIs Camp-wide 
1730-1800 Set up cabin beds Billeting 
1800-1845 Dinner Stahlman 
1845-1915 Meet JCs and review JC expectations Stahlman 
1915-1945 Scenario training with new JCs Stahlman 
1945-2015 DI and JC games Stahlman 
2015-2030 Snack Stahlman 
2030-2200 Prepare for lights out Billeting 






Schedule and curriculum review/responsibilities Stahlman 
1000-
1045 
YDW research/evaluation* Stahlman 
1100-
1200 






Billeting to meet campers Billeting 
* Conducted by primary investigator
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Appendix M 
Drill Instructor Logs 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                               Activity: Army Values & Resiliency Training 
DI completing log:         Platoon: 
 
1. Please check the content that was covered during this activity: 
 
Introductions  Goal Setting  
Purpose of learning resilience explained  ATC  
Definition of resilience  Resilience at camp  
6 Core competencies discussed  7 Army Values  
Hunt the Good Stuff    
 
2. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 

















1 2 3 4 5 
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Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day: Activity: Evening Plt. Discussion 
DI completing log: Platoon: 
1. Please check the content that was covered during this activity:
SITREP for today’s personal goals 
SITREP for today’s platoon goal 
Hunt the Good Stuff 
Set personal goals for tomorrow 
Set a platoon goal for tomorrow 
2. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Drill Instructor Log 
 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                                Activity: Drill and Ceremony 
DI completing log:          Platoon: 
 
1. Please check the content that was covered during this activity: 
 
Cadences   Open/Close Ranks  Forward March  
Attention  Present Arms  Counter Column  
At Ease  Right/Left Face  Column Right/Left  
Dress Right Dress  About Face  Rear March  
Cover  Fall in/out  File Right/Left  
 
2. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 





















Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day: Activity: Red Cross Reconnection Workshop 
DI completing log: Platoon: 






Roger That! Activities 
Operation 10-4 Activities 
2. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Drill Instructor Log 
 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                                Activity: Low Ropes Course 
DI completing log:          Platoon: 
 
1. Please check the content that was covered during this activity: 
 
Introductions of staff and activities  
Explains the purpose of the course  
Goal setting  
Group discussions after each activity  
Related the activities to resilience  
Related activities to Army Values  
 
2. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 

















1 2 3 4 5 
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Pet Partners 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Sunday Ice breakers/Activities 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Outdoor Games 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                                 Activity: Arts and Crafts 
DI completing log:          Platoon: 
 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 





























Modified Drill Instructor Log 
 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                                 Activity: Archery/Rifles/Shotguns 
DI completing log:          Platoon: 
 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 





























Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Boat Harbor 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                                 Activity: Water Front 
DI completing log:          Platoon: 
 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 





























Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Swimming 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
 
Day:                                                 Activity: Rappel Tower/Climbing Wall 
DI completing log:          Platoon: 
 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the 
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable): 
 
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers  
Staff generally smile and make eye contact  
Staff are actively involved with campers  
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of  
Staff show respect for all campers  
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities  
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity  
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3)  
 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to 





























Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Ziplining 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: Evening Activity 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
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Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: High Ropes Course 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
















1 2 3 4 5 
 235 
Modified Drill Instructor Log 
To be completed by the DI/ADI for each area listed below. Completed logs will be 
collected daily after evening formation. Any questions please talk to Haley Griffiths. 
Day:   Activity: 
DI completing log:   Platoon: 
1. Please indicate if staff utilized the following techniques while implementing the
activity (Y = yes; N = no; N/A = not applicable):
Staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respect for campers 
Staff generally smile and make eye contact 
Staff are actively involved with campers 
Staff address incidents in which a camper or campers are made fun of 
Staff show respect for all campers 
Staff encourage campers to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance 
Campers seem challenged (in a good way) by the activities 
Campers had sufficient time to complete the activity 
The scheduled activity ended more than 10min early (if yes, then explain in #3) 
3. Please explain any modifications or adaptations that you or other staff made to
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Appendix N 
Member Checking Protocols 
Hi Parents/Campers, 
 
I hope you are doing well,  
 
As you might remember, in the initial invitation to participate in the interview I 
mentioned “member checking” which is a research technique used to verify how accurate 
a researcher’s interpretation of participant data is. 
 
Below is a table indicating my preliminary findings based on my interpretation of your 
interview. 
 
If you have a few minutes and are willing, would you please read through each statement 
and place an “X” in the column that you feel most accurately represents your perspective 
of ___’s camp experience. 
 
Please note: this process is completely voluntary, so you do not have to complete it. 
 
If you choose to complete is, know that your input is very much appreciated as it helps 
make sure I interpret your perspective accurately. You can forward the email back to me 
at xxxxxxx@gmail.com by simply placing an “X” in the table columns in the email 
without having to copy or paste anything.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions and/or any additional comments/thoughts 
regarding camp or the study. 
 




Instructions: Please read through the following statements, and place an “X’ in the 
column that you feel most accurately represents you, and how you felt during or as a 
result of your participation in camp. Please feel free to provide additional 
information/clarification if needed. 
 
Parent Member Checking Protocol 
Result/Finding 
I agree and/or 
this was true 
for me 
I disagree 
and/or this was 
not true for me 
I do not 
know and/or 
am not sure 
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My child enjoyed his/her camp experience. 
My child is resilient. 
My child enjoyed the military culture/lifestyle 
involved in camp. 
The impact of having a parent in the military 
has been more positive than negative for my 
child. 
My child would enjoy the opportunity to earn 
merits/badges while at camp. 
Camp had a positive influence on my child’s 
overall character. 
Camp had a positive influence on my child’s 
confidence. 
Camp had a positive influence on my child’s 
ability to interact with others/make friends. 
My child learned new skills while at camp. 
Camp had a positive influence on my child’s 
ability to be optimistic or maintain a hopeful 
outlook in tough situations. 
Camp had a positive influence on my child’s 
leadership skills. 
Camper Member Checking Protocol 
Result/Finding 
I agree and/or 
this was true 
for me 
I disagree 
and/or this was 
not true for me 
I do not 
know and/or 
am not sure 
I enjoyed my camp experience. 
I enjoyed the different activities at camp. 
I enjoyed seeing old friends and making new 
friends at camp. 
I like attending camp with other military kids. 
I learned something about myself while at 
camp. 
I faced and overcame at least one challenge 
while at camp. 
D&C is lots of work, but worth it in the end. 
I enjoyed learning about military life at camp. 
The JCs were knowledgeable and 
encouraging. 
The DIs were knowledgeable and 
encouraging. 
